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PREFACE 


MostT readers know the difficulty as well as importance 
of the de Anima and Parva Naturalia of Aristotle; and 
any genuine assistance would be welcomed by students who 
desire to master them. A great deal has been done by 
editors and others for the elucidation of the former of these 
works and, indirectly, of the latter, so far as they involve meta- 
physics, or psychology in its higher reaches. No one,however, 
has been at the pains to glean and put together systema- 
tically, from Aristotle himself and his predecessors, whatever 
may explain or illustrate the parts of his writings essentially 
concerned with empirical psychology. The results of this, it 
should seem, would be useful not only to students of ancient 
Greek psychology, but also to readers who, perhaps knowing 
and caring little about Greek, might yet desire a clear and 
objective, even if brief, account of what was achieved for 
the psychology of the senses by the ancient Greek philoso- 
phers. The purpose of this book, within the limits defined 
by its title, is to present such an account; and it will 
rightly be judged according to the degree in which it fulfils 
its purpose. Among its most competent critics will be the 
student who may test its usefulness in connexion with the 
many passages on the interpretation of which it directly or 
indirectly bears. To such critics and others its author 
leaves it ; confiding less, however, in the merits of his work 
than in the fellow-feeling which all scholars, as well as 
students of philosophy, have for one who honestly grapples 
with their common foe, rd dcadés, in whatever form this 
may present itself. 

The books used or consulted are named in the list given 
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below ; but wherever even a hint has been borrowed, the 
writer to whom obligation has been thus incurred will 
always be found referred to in the notes. There are many 
such references, especially to the publications of H. Diels ; 
but the mainstay of the whole work has been the actual 
text of Plato, Aristotle, and Theophrastus. A list of the 
Greek passages explained or discussed has been added at 
the end. In some—perhaps most—of these the points 
raised are of no great interest to scholars, but there is at 
least one exception; and it is hoped that what has been 
said on Arist. 452° 17-24 may be of some value. 

The author wishes to thank the Delegates of the Claren- 
don Press for undertaking the publication of this work. 
His thanks are also due to the Press Reader and Staff for 
their great care and accuracy. It remains for him, in con- 
clusion, to express his deep gratitude to Mr. W. D. Ross, 
Fellow and Tutor of Oriel College, Oxford, for kindly 
reading the proofs, and making acute suggestions from 
which much profit has been derived. He is indebted 
to Mr. Ross for having drawn his attention to Diels’ 
palaeographical correction of Arist. 985° 17, mentioned 
on p. 37, Nn. 2. 


9 TRINITY COLLEGE, DUBLIN, 
January 10, 1906. 
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GREEK THEORIES OF 
ELEMENTARY COGNITION 
PROM ALCMAEON TO ARISTOTLE 


INTRODUCTION 


§1. THE aim of the following pages is to give a close General 
historical account of the various theories, partly physio- P!#" 
logical and partly psychological, by which the Greek 
philosophers from Alcmaeon to Aristotle endeavoured to 
explain the elementary phenomena of cognition. The 
pre-Aristotelean writers who applied themselves to this 
subject, and of whose writings we possess any consider- 
able information, are Alcmaeon of Crotona, Empedocles, 
Democritus, Anaxagoras, Diogenes of Apollonia, and 
Plato. We propose to set forth here their speculations, 
together with those of Aristotle, as to the so-called Five 
Senses, Sensation in general, and the psychical processes, 
such as Imagination and Memory, which involve the syn- 
thetic function referred by Aristotle to Sense, and named 
by his Latin commentators the Sexsus Communis. We shall 
concern ourselves as little as possible with metaphysical or 
epistemological questions, attending rather to what the 
writers above mentioned, together with Aristotle, did, or 
tried to do, for empirical psychology, to the extent which 
we have defined. Aristotle in his psychological teaching 
sums up for us the results of the work of his predecessors, 
whose doctrines he sifted and compared. Accepting, reject- 
ing, or modifying these, he developed a scheme of psycho- 
logy which in minuteness and comprehensiveness transcends 
anything of the same kind achieved before. But if this is 
to be thoroughly understood, it must be considered in due 
connexion with preceding schemes ; and to place it in this 
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connexion we have here brought together all that can be 
positively ascertained of what earlier philosophers had 
bequeathed to him. This information we have arranged 
under three heads—I. The Five Senses; II. Sensation in 
general; III. The Sexsus Communis. The subject of each 
heading is dealt with in such a way as to exhibit the 
teachings of the successive writers from Alcmaeon to 
Aristotle respecting it; and with regard to each of the five 
senses, also, the same order and division have been adopted. 
Psychology §2. All the philosophers above named held certain meta- 
as physical theories which to some extent, no doubt, ruled 
physics. their psychological thinking 1. But though they were meta- 
physicians first and psychologists afterwards, the effect of 
their metaphysics upon their psychology was by no means 
as great as might be supposed. The extreme generality of 
their philosophic views in nearly all cases rendered it im- 
possible, or at least difficult, for them to effect a real junction 
between these and the particular phenomena of mind with 
which psychology deals. As regards the latter, all had 
before them the same concrete facts; and even those whose 
fundamental principles differed most widely may sometimes 
be found giving similar explanations of the elementary 
phenomena of perception. Hence no grave injury to the 
practical value of an account of their psychology need be 
apprehended from the fact that our study of the latter 
does not connect itself organically with a study of their 
respective philosophical theories. Theoretically, no doubt, 
such a connexion is not only desirable, but necessary. A 
philosophical history of psychology could not be complete 
without it. But psychology as a science may, and must, 
stand without metaphysics. Whether the psychologist is a 
materialist or an idealist (or if the antithesis be preferred, 
a spiritualist), he will, so far as he is true to the conception 
of science, deal with the elementary phenomena of percep- 
tion according to ascertained natural laws. If he touches 
? No one who reads this will be ignorant of what these theories 


were ; therefore it would be superfluous as well as tedious to give 
a detailed statement of them here. 
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upon questions which exceed the bounds of phenomena, 
e.g. as to the nature of mind out of relation to the living 
organism, he passes the limits of science and therefore of 
psychology, as this term is here employed. As regards the 
study of mind, empirical psychology, assisted by physiology, 
will and ought to have the fivs¢ word, though it cannot have 
the /ast. . 
$3. The ancient Greek psychologists endeavoured to give Apprecia- 

: : ° = aes ° tion of 
observation its due weight in determining such psychological gncient 
questions as they raised. For this reason they deserve to be Shee 
called the founders of psychological science. Their honest oe a 
differences from one another, as well as from their better 
informed successors, and their helpless ignorance of much 
which is now familiarly known and fundamental for psycho- 
logy, contribute to the curious interest which a history of their 
efforts has for a modern reader. This history is, of course, 
largely a history of failure. Those, however, who know how 
far empirical psychology is still from the achievement of its 
aims will not hastily disparage the Greeks on this account. 
It was not so much the defectiveness of their psychological 
methods—defective as these were no doubt—as that of their 
physical and physiological science that rendered fruitless 
their best attempts to comprehend the elementary facts of 
sense-perception, and to place them in an intelligible con- 
nexion with their conditions. The most ancient Greek 
psychologists treated psychology as an integral part of 
physics or of physiology. With the possible exception of 
Anaxagoras, they looked upon ‘knowing, for example, as 
one of the many properties of matter. Problems as to the 
nature of space, critically considered, lay beyond their 
horizon. They never asked how it comes to pass that we 
‘project’ our percepts in an extra-organic space, and fall 
into the habit of speaking of them as outside ourselves. 
Questions of the objective existence of things whose quali- 
ties are perceived or known only in virtue of our faculty of 
cognition did not come up for discussion until some centuries 
after Thales, Before the Sophists—or ‘die Sophistik ’—all 
agreed that there is on one hand such a thing as ¢ruth 
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(however difficult to discover sometimes), and, on the other, 
such a thing as its opposite, error or falsehood. The spirit 
of the Sophistic age, however, dissolved the barrier which 
divided Truth from Error, making a new departure neces- 
sary if philosophy and science alike were not to cease 
utterly among men. For want of positive knowledge and 
of method, science and philosophy alike were ultimately 
endangered in the confusion to which undisciplined specula- 
tion led the followers of Heraclitus. 

As regards scientific method, it was not to be expected that 
it could exist at a period when logic—deductive and induc- 
tive—was as yet unknown, and when the provinces of the 
various departments of thinking had as yet no boundaries 
assigned to them. As regards positive knowledge, again, 
the disadvantages under which the Greek psychologists 
laboured were insuperable. Pure mathematics had advanced 
to an important degree of attainment, but empirical sciences, 
e.g. physics and physiology, were in their infancy. Even 
Aristotle, like his predecessors, with whom he so often 
places himself in controversy, possessed only the scantiest 
means of physical observation. In fact, observation did 
not go beyond what could be accomplished by the naked 
eye. Physical experiments only of the most rudimentary 
kind were possible at a time when, of all our varied mathe- 
matical and physical implements, inquirers had to content 
themselves with what they could achieve by the aid of 
the rule and the compasses. ‘ Chemical analysis, correct 
measurements and weights, and a thorough application of 
mathematics to physics were unknown. The attractive force 
of matter, the law of gravitation, electrical phenomena, the 
conditions of chemical combination, pressure of air and 
its effects, the nature of light, heat, combustion,’ &c., in 
short all the facts on which the physical theories of 
modern science are based, were wholly, or almost wholly, 
undiscovered '.’ In their attempts at psychology under such 
circumstances it is not to be wondered at if they met with 
but little success. They had, for example, to arrive at 

1 Vide Zeller, Aristotle, i. p. 443, E. Tr. 
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a theory of vision without a settled notion of the nature 
of light, or of the anatomical structure of eye or brain. 
They had to explain the operation of hearing without 
accurate knowledge of the structure of the inner ear, or 
of the facts and laws of sound, or at least with only some 
few mathematical ideas gleaned from the study of har- 
monics. Physiology and anatomy, chemistry and physics, 
as yet undifferentiated, lay within the body of vague float- 
ing possibilities of knowledge studied by them under the 
name of Nature. For want of a microscope their examina- 
tion of the parts of the sensory organs remained barren. 
They had no conception of the minuteness of the scale on 
which nature works in the accomplishment of sensory 
processes and in the formation of sensory organs. The 
retina, as well as the structure of the auditory apparatus, 
was wholly unknown to them. The nerve-system had not 
been discovered, and the notions formed of the mechanism 
of sensation and motion! were hopelessly astray. The 
veins, with the blood or (as some thought) the air coursing 
through them, were looked upon as discharging the functions 
now attributed to the sensory and motor nerves. Even 
Aristotle did not know the difference between veins and 
arteries. When this difference was first perceived, it was 
for a time still supposed that the veins conducted the blood, 
the arteries the air. Perhaps the climax of our surprise is 
reached when we find Plato of opinion that not only air, 
but also drink, passed into the lungs*. Yet in this opinion 
Plato was at one with the best, or some of the best, 
medical teaching of his time. As early as Alcmaeon of 
Crotona the brain had been thought of as the central organ 
of sentiency, and, in short, of mind; and Plato held that it 
was so. But Aristotle, again, declares this to be untrue, 
and holds that the heart is the great organ of perception 


1 Vide Galen. de Placit. Hipp. et Plat. 8§ 644 seqq.; especially 
*Epaciorparos [294 B.C.] pev ody, ei kal pu mpdader, GAN emi ynpas ye Thy 
GdnOn Tav vevpwov apxiy Katevdnoer” ’AprororéAns dé péxpt mavTos dyvonaas 
elxdr@s dmopet xpeiay eimeiv eyxepddov. 

3 Timaeus 70 C, 
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and of mind so far as this has a bodily seat. Empedocles 
had supposed the blood, especially that in the region of 
the heart, to be the locus or habitation of mind. Thus 
ignorant of, and therefore free to differ about, cardinal 
facts and laws of anatomy, physiology, and physics, the 
ancient Greeks were unable to make real advances towards 
explaining the conditions of the most obscure of all pheno- 
mena—those of Mind. 

§ 4. Under these circumstances many of the Greeks, 
perhaps feeling the hopelessness of such attempts at em- 
pirical psychology, occupied themselves for the most part 
with discursive speculations which really aimed at little 
more than the clearing up of common ideas or words. 
Thus Plato’s Theaetetus is largely occupied with an endeavour 
to determine the meaning of émornun, or knowledge. Dis- 
quisitions on methodology, too, came to receive much 
attention from Plato as well as Aristotle ; but the scientific 
experimental work itself, on which real advance depends, was 
lacking. Laborious efforts of genius like Plato’s ended, 
too often, for the time in the production of categories, 
which, however they may have enriched philosophy, left 
empirical psychology no better off than it had been before. 
But in place of empirical there came a sort of dialectical or 
‘rational’ psychology, studying, or professing to study, the 
soul and its faculties fer se, apart from experience and from 
organic life in this physical world. With this form of 
psychology, whether it shows itself in Aristotle or in his 
predecessors, we shall here have as little as possible to do. 

§ 5. In order that we may most conveniently illustrate 
the progress of psychological speculations, we shall allow 
the authors of these speculations to a great extent to speak 
for themselves through the medium of a translation. Some 
commentary will be, occasionally, necessary not only to 
explain particular dicta but to exhibit special doctrines in 
their due relationship to others. 

Our first and greatest authorities for the history of 
psychology, as of so much else in philosophy and science, 
are of course Plato and Aristotle, especially the latter. We 
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shall avail ourselves also of the valuable fragment of Theo- 
phrastus de Sensu. The information derived from these 
writers as to the tenets of previous thinkers has always 
to be scanned closely in order to discover whether it is 
objectively true, or whether allowance has to be made for 
differences of standpoint, or for misrepresentation due to 
antagonistic attitudes. Still we are most favourably 
situated when we have Plato, Aristotle, and Theophrastus 
as our guides. Records such as are preserved in the pages 
of incompetent historians of philosophy or compilers of 
philosophic dogmas who may have lived several centuries 
after Christ, when the works of some of the authors with 
whom they deal were no longer extant or only survived in 
doubtful tradition, must be received with steady scepticism 
and tested by every means in one’s power. In many cases 
these records contain intrinsic proof of untrustworthiness ; 
and they are nearly always tinged with the colour of later 
theories which had superseded in the popular mind those 
promulgated by the earlier psychologists. Thus much of 
what is ascribed in Stobaeus or the Pseudo-Plutarch to 
Democritus is, from the terms in which it is couched, 
evidently contaminated with the teaching of Epicurus ; 
much that is ascribed to Plato or Aristotle is expressed 
in the terminology of Stoicism. 

§ 6. We shall commence by giving a detailed account of Method of 
what the writers already named in § 1 each had to say ae 
of the particular functions, organs, &c. of seeing, hearing, 
smelling, tasting, touching ; of the objects of these senses 
as such, and of the media through which the objects were 
supposed to operate. Next we shall present such theories 
as they have left on record of sensation in general, and 
of the faculty (referred by Plato to intelligence, by Aristotle 
to sense) which compares and distinguishes the data of the 
particular senses, and to which such activities as those of 
imagination and memory belong. Finally, we might be 
expected to discuss the connexion between the faculty of 
sense and that of reason, With this subject, however, we 
shall at present have nothing to do. To discuss it would at 
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once take us beyond the limits which we have prescribed 
for ourselves. The nature of the process, if process it can 
be called, which leads from the elementary phenomena of 
cognition to the higher functions of thinking, cannot be 
scientifically in any real sense explained, but must long 
remain obscure in a sort of metaphysical twilight. The 
same is true of the process which leads from purely 
physical to psychical functions; if indeed we are within 
our rights in thus contrasting them. We have chosen to 
restrict ourselves to the more positively intelligible subject 
of empirical psychology, and to the contributions made to 
the advancement of this by the ancient Greeks. 

§ 7. The conception which the Greeks formed of the 
conditions of psychology was not lacking in comprehen- 
siveness. They saw that it demanded for its successful 
prosecution a thorough knowledge (a) of the stimulus of 
perception ; (4) of the organ of perception as well as of the 
whole organism ; and (c) of the medium which somehow 
connects the object with the organ, and by the help of 
which the stimulus takes effect in quickening sensation so 
as to bring the object home ‘to consciousness. Thus 
a psychological interest not only excited them to physical 
inquiries but aroused them to investigations which have since 
culminated in anatomy, physiology, and histology. But 
they had only vague anticipatory conceptions, such as 
enabled them to put questions which they were utterly 
unable to answer, although upon the answers depended the 
progress of psychological knowledge. Thus for centuries 
this subject remained totally unprogressive. Any useful 
progress made by it in modern times has resulted chiefly from 
advances made in physiological and physical knowledge. 
If with all that biology, chemistry, and physics can do to 
help it forward, the most interesting questions of psycho- 
logy are still unanswerable, or at least unanswered, it is 
easy to see how fruitless the most intelligent attempts of 
the ancients were doomed to be in dealing with such 
questions before these auxiliary sciences existed. 


Pade) tel OLN SES 


THE ANCIENT GREEK PSYCHOLOGY 
OF VISION 


§ 1. THE speculations of the ancient Greeks as to the 
conditions of seeing, and the nature of the proper object of 
vision, may be chosen to illustrate the strength or weakness 
of their whole position in elementary psychology. The 
capital of knowledge which they possessed respecting the 
facts of seeing was of the scantiest and most superficial 
kind. They knew (as the most ignorant person knows) 
that the eye is the organ of sight, and that without light 
the eye cannot see; that, besides light and the eye, an 
object is also necessary for vision ; and that, moreover, the 
relationship of the eye to the organism, or certain parts of 
it, requires to be considered before seeing can be fully 
explained. Of most of the clear and fine distinctions 
marked by modern anatomy and physiology between the 
various parts of the visual apparatus the Greeks, from 
the time of Alcmaeon to that of Aristotle, were totally 
ignorant. They had not noticed the retina; they knew 
of the crystalline lens as an anatomical fact, but had not 
any notion of its refractive properties, or of the eye as an 
optical system. They were hopelessly ignorant of the 
mechanism and need of optical adjustment or accommoda- 
tion. Such were their shortcomings in physiology, and 
consequently in the empirical psychology of vision. 

§ 2. I. Almost all the early attempts at a theory of 
vision agree in regarding the ‘pupil’ of the eye as a matter 
of primary importance for visual function}. 


1 The Greek xépy and Latin Jupula, or fufpilla, as meaning ‘pupil,’ are 
both named originally from the circumstance that an observer looking 
into a person’s eye can see in the dark central spot an image of himself 
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II. Another fact which greatly influenced this branch of 
study was that when the eyeball is pressed, or moved hastily, 
in darkness, a flash of light! is seen within the eye. From 
this was drawn the conclusion that the eye has within it a 
native fire, and that on this native fire, not less than upon the 
image in the pupil, its faculty of vision somehow depends. 

III. A third fact which formed a basis of visual theory 
was that the interior of the eye is found to contain aqueous 
humours—roughly called ‘water’ by the Greeks. The 
functions of the retina being altogether unknown, and the 
optic nerves being perhaps known, but certainly not known 
in their true character, the primary business of the early 
psychologists who treated of vision seemed to be, to 
determine the parts played in vision by the zmage, the 
jire, and the water, respectively. As regards the assumed 
intra-ocular fire, the question was frequently agitated, 
whether its rays went forth from the eye as from a 
luminary, and (either by themselves or in combination with 
a column of light proceeding from the object) as it were 
apprehended the object of vision, and brought it within the 
purview of ‘the soul’; or whether the fire merely lurked 
within the periphery of the eye, and there seized the image 
which, coming to it from outside, was reflected in the 
aqueous interior, as if in a mirror. The seat of the inner 
fire was the pupil, which, at least from the time of 
Empedocles, was identified generally with the ‘lens.’ With 
these facts before us we shall be better prepared to under- 
stand the purport of the extracts which are to follow. We 
reflected there. This is dwelt upon by Plato(?) Adczd. i. 132 E Kal to 
bPOa pO S dpSpev Eveori te Tav Towwvtwy (SC. Tay KatTémTpaV); . . . EvvE- 
vénkas ovv Ore Tod éuBdémovtos eis Tov dPOarpov Td mpdc@rov euaiverat 
€v TH TOO Kat’ dvtikpv det Gomep év Katémtpe, 6 di} Kal Kdpnv Kadodper, 
eldodov dv te Tod eyBdrérovros, This image of B mirrored in A’s eye 
and seen there by B, was by many regarded as the essential objective 
equivalent of the psychic fact that A sees B, just as if it were an image 
on A’s redina, not in the pupil of A’s eye. This early view of xdpn 
was, however, soon modified. It came to represent what is now called 
the ‘lens.’ Cf. Theophr. de Sens. § 36. 


* The Greeks knew nothing of pressure of the eyeball serving as 
retinal stimulus, and so causing this sensation of light. 
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shall consider these according as they bear upon the organ 
(or function), the medium, or the object of vision. It is to 
be noticed that Alcmaeon, with whom we begin, has left 
us no information on what he conceived to be the nature 
of the medium or the object. His recorded views are con- 
cerned only with the visual ovxgan, its functions, and its 
relationship to the organism as a whole. ~ 


Alcmaeon of Crotona. 


§ 3. ‘Seeing takes place,’ says Alcmaeon }, ‘ by reflexion ee 
in the diaphanous element.’ ‘Alcmaeon of Crotona? held tona on 


that the eyes see through the environing water. That [each ene 
eye] contains fire is, indeed, manifest, for a flash takes place 
within it when it receives a stroke. It is with the glittering 
and diaphanous element, however, that it sees, whenever 
this reflects an image (dvripatyn), and it sees better in 
proportion to the purity of this element %.’ 

Chalcidius* tells us that Alcmaeon was the first to 
practise dissection, and that to him, as well as (long after- 
wards) to Callisthenes and Herophilus, many important 


1 Stob. Eel. Phys. i. 52 (Diels, Dox., p. 404, Vors. p. 104). I have 
translated Diels’ (Dox. proll. p. 223) suggestion dyritapww for MS. 
dyridnyiv = ‘apprehension’ by the diaphanous element, which still 
brings us to the idea of reflexion. ’AvtiAapyiv=reflexion, corresponds to 
the avridaivn of Theophr. § 26; see next extract. To ascribe ‘apprehen- 
sive’ power to the d:adhaves within the eye is quite out of keeping with 
the doctrine of Alcmaeon, nor is he likely to have employed the term 
ayridnyis. Indeed it surprises one to find even rd d:apavés—a distine- 
tively Aristotelean word in this connexion—ascribed to him. 

2 Theophr. de Sens. § 26 (Diels, Vors., p. 104). 

5 Wachtler, de Alc. Crot. (Teubner, 1896), p. 49, refers ro oriABovre 
here to the fire and r@ dcadave? to the water within theeye. But oriABew 
is not often found used of the gleam of fire (which would rather be 
Adurrewv), whereas it is regularly used of lustre, and of the glittering of 
water. Cf. Arist. 370% 18 daiverat 76 Vdwp oridBew, and 561% 32 vypov 
éveott Aevkdy kal Wuyxpdv, ofddpa oridBov. Both participles should, 
notwithstanding the repetition of the article, be referred to the same 
thing, viz. the ‘ diaphanous’ element in which the image is said to be 
reflected. C. Baumker (Arist. Lehre von den aussern und innern 
Sinnesvermigen, p. 49) notices that in the passage above translated, the 
words dpav 6€ 76 aridBorte kal rd Stahavet form an iambic trimeter. 

* In Plat. Tim., p. 279, ed. Wrobel, pp. 340-1, ed. Meursius. 
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discoveries respecting the anatomy of the eye and the 
optic nerves are due. It is not possible, however, to 
determine from the words of Chalcidius how much of the 
anatomical knowledge of which he speaks was discovered 
by Alcmaeon, and how much by the others ; nor can much 
weight be assigned to the authority of this commentator on 
such matters. But, according to the Hippocratean treatise 
Ilep) SapxGv (or ’Apy Gv), the connexion between eye and brain 
is formed by a ‘vein’ passing from the membrane which 
covers the latter to each of the two eyes. Through this 
‘vein’ the viscous substance of the brain is said to prolong 
itself into the eyes, where it forms the transparent mem- 
branes which cover the eyes. In this the light and all 
bright objects are reflected, and by this reflexion we see. 
Things, again, are seen because they have brightness, and can 
therefore be reflected by the transparent membrane of the 
eye. This fact of reflexion, according to the Pythagorean 
theory, is accomplished by ‘a visual ray’ from eye to 
object, which reaching the object doubles back again to 
the eye, like a forearm outstretched and then bent back again 
to the shoulder?. The above pseudo-Hippocratean tract 
may (as Siebeck says) really present us with an account of 
Alcmaeon’s theory of vision. ‘The membranes, of which 
there are many protecting the visual organ, are diaphanous 
like the organ itself. By means of this quality of diaphan- 
ousness it reflects (dvravyei) the light and all illuminated 
objects ; accordingly it is by means of this, which so 
reflects, that the visual organ (rd dpéov) sees *.’ 

§ 4. According to Alcmaeon, therefore, it would seem 
that vision is effected by the ‘image,’ amd by rays which issue 
from within and pass outwards through the water; that 
these rays emanate from a fire within the eye; as if the 
glistening and diaphanous element in the eye were merely 


* It is not improbable that Alcmaeon was to some extent influenced 
by the Pythagorean teaching: vzde Arist. Met. i. 5. 986% 29; Siebeck, 
Geschichte der Psychologie, i. 1, pp. 103-106. 

* Cf. Plut. Epit. iv. 14; Diels, Dox., p. 405. 

* Cf. Hippocr. viii. 606 L.; Diels, Vors., p. 104. For dvravyei cf, Eur. 
Or. 1519, and dyrniye cédas, Stob, Flor. ii. p. 392 (Teub.). 
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instrumental. If, as is probable, Alcmaeon, with the towards 
Pythagoreans and other mathematical philosophers, held ee rae 
that seeing is accomplished by means of such rays issuing 
from the eye, we may suppose that the reflexion in the 
eye, which is instrumental or subsidiary to vision, is the 
result of this process: that the visual image is collected 
somehow by the energy of the internal fire, going out to 
the object and thence returning to the eye with its impres- 
sion, which is there mirrored in the diaphanous element}. 
Thus the fire would represent the ‘active’ force of vision, 
while the water would serve to bring the object seen home 
to the eye itself. The fact of the fire-flash was regarded 
as demonstrating the presence of fire in the eye, and a 
function had to be assumed for this fire in connexion with 
seeing. The presence of the watery element was manifest, 
and it, too, required to have its visual function explained, 
which was most simply done, as it appeared, by making 
the water the mirror in which the image in the ‘pupil’ 
(also manifest to observation) is reflected. Considering the 
natural obscurity of the act of vision on its psychical side, 
we need not look for greater accuracy or consistency of 
view than this on Alcmaeon’s part. But there is a popular 
confusion lurking in the position thus described. The 
‘visual ray’ hypothesis, which makes seeing an ‘ act’ of the 
mind or of the eye, cannot be really harmonized with 
the other hypothesis by which the eye with its aqueous 
humour is regarded as a mere mirror reflecting objects as is 
done by a standing pool ”. 


1 Though d:afaves strictly means ‘transparent,’ and a purely trans- 
parent substance would reflect no image, this does not prevent the use 
of the word in such connexion as the present by all writers including 
Aristotle. Water and air were held to be diaphanous and yet the 
great instruments of reflexion. Of course when they do ‘reflect’ 
images there are present conditions which modify their mere ‘ trans- 
parency’ and render such reflexion possible. 

* It is hard to agree with Prantl, Avzst. Mept Xpwpdroy, p. 37, that 
Alcmaeon’s statement regarding vision and its organ are in harmony 
with and anticipate those of Aristotle. Aristotle distinctly denies that 
the eye contains fire, and explains the ‘ flash’ differently from Alcmaeon. 
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Empedocles. 


Empe- § 5. According to the doctrine first enunciated by Empe- 
eR docles, Like perceives like. All bodies are formed of the four 
view of his elements, earth, air, fire, water. All have passages (zépot) 


Foca n or ‘pores’ in them, and from all emanations or effluences 
fe aoe (améppovat) come, and enter into the said pores or passages. 
questions of Thus all bodies are in a state of physical communion, and 
pee all interaction whatever between bodies depends upon the 
sense, facts thus stated. On this basis it is that Empedocles 
eee founds his theory of perception. Emanations from what we 
pupillar may call the percipiendum, or object, enter into the pores of 
oP aihe percipiens, or percipient organ. These emanations, to 
result in perception, must be ‘symmetrical’ with the pores : 
if they are either too small or too large for these, no per- 
ception takes place. Hence it is with the eye only that we 
see, although emanations of colour pass into the pores of 
other organs also; for these emanations are symmetrical 
with the pores of the eye, not with those of the other parts. 
In the same way, the eye is incapable of perceiving odour, 
as the emanations of this, which are symmetrical with the 
pores of the olfactory organ, are not so with the pores of 
the eye. The specific differences of the sensations and of 
their objects are thus the result of differences in the pores of 
their respective organs which restrict them to the reception 
of certain kinds of emanations, thus destined to be charac- 
teristic of them. Different organs, or organs with different 
pores, take different impressions of the same object. Thus 
Empedocles thinks he explains sense-perception when he 
shows how the objects of the extra-organic world enter 
into the bodily organs. In general his explanation of seeing 
is the following :—The eye, like all other things, is consti- 
tuted of the four elements. In its interior is fire ; next 
outside this comes water ; both being again enclosed by air 
and earth. The whole eye is compared by him to a lantern 
in the centre of which (corresponding to the crystalline lens) 
is the fire. Between this and the earthy cornea comes the 
water, which is separated from the fire by a fine, delicate 


membrane. The fire can penetrate these outwards, as light 
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passes through the sides of a lantern, while emanations 
from objects also can come in, so that according as they 
proceed from bright or from dark objects they may enter 
into and pass through the corresponding pores of the fire 
or of the water. ‘ By like we know like.’ With the intra- 
ocular fire we perceive the emanations of fire, i.e. whzte ; 
with the water we perceive those of water, i.e. black; 
and so on. The pores of the fire and those of the water 
alternate in the eye; and the fire being able to pierce the 
water, we may suppose them thus arranged at the outer 
surface of the eye, so that both meet the emanations from 
objects at this outer surface. Empedocles, who never men- 
tions the pupillar image, does not explain any colours in 
detail save white and black, as above. Stobaeus! tells us 
that he looked upon four colours as primary: white, black, 
red, green, corresponding to the four elements. Normal 
vision he considered to depend on the due proportion in 
the eye of fire and water—the ocular elements essential to 
vision. As will be seen below, it is not easy to ascertain 
how far the rays of fire passed outwards: whether (a) 
merely through the water to the outer surface of the eye’, 
or (0) all the way to the object, however distant*. The 
third possibility, that the inner fire formed a junction with 
the emanations from the object at some point intermediate 
between this and the eye, cannot, on any positive authority, 
be ascribed to Empedocles, but would seem to constitute 
the distinguishing feature of Plato’s visual theory. 

$6. Diels * suggests that Empedocles may have derived Organ and 
his knowledge of the structure and functions of the eye from eae 
Alcmaeon. But, like Alcmaeon, he was himself a physician, oo to 
nor does he speak on these subjects like one who took his ieciee 
information at second hand. The most interesting passage 
of Empedocles on the constitution of the eye is one con- 
tained in the verses of his poem Ilept bicews, quoted by 
Aristotle in the tract de Sensu®. It is as follows: ‘As when 


» Ecl. i. 16; Diels, Vors., p. 181, Dox. proll. p. 222. 

? So Siebeck, Gesch. der Psych. i. 1, p. 271, thinks. 

3 péxpt tov dorpav, Arist. 438% 26, 

* Vide Wachtler, Adcm., p. 49. ® Arist. 437” 23 seqq. 
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one who purposes going abroad on a stormy night maketh 
him ready a light, a gleam of blazing fire, adjusting thereto, 
to screen it from all sorts of winds, a lantern which scatters 
the breath of the winds as they blow, while the fire—that 
is, the more subtile part thereof—leaping forth shines along 
the threshold with unfailing beams: thus then did Nature 
embed the primordial fire pent within the coatings of the 
eye, videlicet the round pupil, in its delicate tissues, which 
had been pierced throughout with pores of wondrous 
fineness, and, while they fenced off the deep surrounding 
flood, allowed the fire—i.e. the more subtile part thereof— 
to issue forth (8:lecxov) . . ... Empedocles here describes 
either @vco.s, or perhaps more especially ’Agpodirn, as having 
stationed the primeval fire in the lens of the eye, like the 
light in the centre of a lantern, the capsule of the lens 
corresponding to the transparent sides of the lantern. 
Myuyév, which Alexander refers to the capsule of the 
lens (6 tiv Képny TEpiexov yiTdv), may, however, refer to the 
outer coatings of the eye, while Aemrjow d0dvnor refers to 
the capsule of the lens itself. At all events, the finer part 
of the fire darts forth through these membranes and through 
the water, as the light does through the sides of the Jantern}. 

‘And the flame innocuous gat for itself a small portion 

? See Prof. Burnet’s Early Greek Philosophy, p. 231, and Diels, Vors., 
p. 206. The latter renders ws d€ rér’ ev pnueyéw «rd. ‘so barg sich 
das urewige Feuer damals (Jez der Bildung des Auges) hinter der 
runden Pupille in Haute und diinne Gewdander eingeschlossen.’ If, 
with Diels, giving up the play on xovpn, we make rip subject of Aoxdero, 
we may explain that the ‘ primordial fire ensconced (or ambushed) itself 
in the round pupil.’ There is no need of 7’ in v. 8. In fact it injures the 
sense, as d66vyo1 ox. seems to refer to a further process, not co-ordinate 
with éepypévov. He translates dcov ravawrepov fev in vv. 5 and 11 ‘weil 
es soviel feiner war, but the décor is limitative, indicating the precise 
amount of the fire which was capable of leaping forth, the same to which 
Plato, 77m. 45 B-C, refers in the words rod mupos daov ro pev Kale ov 
€axe, Td b€ mapéxety Has Fpepov. The expression card BydAdv seems to 
favour Siebeck’s view (of. cit., p. 271) that Empedocles contemplates a 
co-operation between the fire from within and the daéppo.a from without 
at the surface of the eye. There seems to be no sufficient reason for 


following Alexander in rendering these words by xard rdv otpavdy, as 
Diels does in his ‘zum Firmament.’ 
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of earth (in the formation of the eye)!’ The eye was 
formed of the elements, for Empedocles further says: ‘ Of 
these (elements) divine Aphrodite made up the fabric of the 
tireless eyes.’ 

§ 7. In these passages we notice that no reference is Empedo- 
made by Empedocles to his doctrine of pores and emana- aie ea 
tions, so fundamental for perception. Aristotle, too, A ater 
observes * that Empedocles, while at one time explaining tions’: its 
vision, as we have seen, by means of fire issuing from the aa 
lens, at other times explains it by dméppo.a, as if imputing function. 
inconsistency to his theory of vision*. It is not easy to 
assent to the suggestion of mere inconsistency ; yet on the 
other hand it is difficult to reconcile the two standpoints 
here contrasted. There is indeed another record which 
seems to bear upon the matter. ‘Empedocles mixed the 
rays with the images, calling their joint-product by the 
compound term ray-image®. But this passage is intrinsi- 
cally suspicious. By the ef3wAa would seem to be intended 
something between the dmdéppoiat of Empedocles and the 
eidoka of Democritus and Epicurus; and the theory here 
ascribed to Empedocles, of the mixture of the rays with the 
dméppoiat to form the dxrivelSwAov, reminds one too much 
of the distinctively Platonic theory known later as the 


ovvatyea®, Empedocles and Plato both accept the existence 


1 Simpl. ad Arist. Phys. (Diels), p. 331. 3 (Diels, Vors., p. 206). 
Simplicius instances this, because of the use of the word rvxe here, as 
illustrating the fortuitousness of the formation of things according to 
Empedocles ; in which he overstrains the meaning of this word. The 
position of the adjective is noticeable in the words 7 dé PAdg Adetpa: it 
seems to give it conditional force, like that given by écov ravawrepor, 
reducing the Pddé referred to to what Plato calls das qpyepov. 

2 Simpl. ad Arist. de Caelo (Diels), p. 529.21 (Diels, Vors., p. 206). 
From this we conjecture that in the passage quoted by Aristotle the 
subject of Aoxyd¢ero was also 'Adpodirn. SP Densenslnc. 

* The words of Stob. Ec/. i. 52 (Diels, Dox., p. 403) mpos rd dita rev 
axrivey kal mpos 7d da rv cidddwv (’EpredoxAns) exdoxas mapéxerat merely 
repeat what Aristotle here says. 

® Plut. Zpzt. iv. 13 (Diels, Dox., p. 403) "EpmredoxArs rois eidmXots 
ras axrivas avéyeke mpocayopevoas Td yeyvdpevoy axriveidodov (Diels? 
correction of axrivas eiSw\ov) avvbérws, Gal. H. P. 94. 

6 Timaeus 45 B seqq. 

BRARE Cc 
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and agency of the intra-ocular fire; but the former, at least 
in his own verses, has nothing to show that he held, as Plato 
did, the theory of a confluence of the rays from the eye 
with the emanations from objects. The notion of an efdwdov, 
too, i.e. an image pictorially resembling the object, is quite 
foreign to the visual theory of Empedocles and of Plato’, 
though proper to that of Epicurus, and (if we can trust the 
references in Aristotle and Theophrastus) used also by 
Democritus for the immediate object of vision. From 
Aristotle’s argument against Empedocles, in which he urges 
that vision is not, as the latter thought, due to fire issuing 
from the eye, and from the words of Empedocles himself ¢és 
(or mip) & &&w diaOp@cxoy Kré., it is certain that, according to 
the opinion of the latter, the essential constituent of the eye 
—the oyvy.ov sip—was a principal factor of vision *, which is 
effected by visual rays proceeding outwards. From the 
statements of Theophrastus (§ 9 zz/ra), again, it is equally 
certain that according to Empedocles vision, like the other 
senses, is effected by améppoiaz. How are we to harmonize 
the two positions? They must be regarded as comple- 
mentary parts of one theory. We really do not know how 
far outwards Empedocles regarded the rays as proceeding. 
If we assume that they merely went so far as to meet the 
andppo.at, this will to some extent help us toa reconciliation 
of the views attributed to Empedocles by Aristotle. The 
assumption would’, however, bring the theories of Plato and 
Empedocles into very close connexion, and tend, at least, 
to justify Zeller’s view of their affinity or identity *. 

§ 8. Empedocles, holding that Like perceives like, connects 
his doctrine of visual perception with that of the four 
elements, thus: ‘With earth we see (é7démapev) earth, with 
water we see water ; with air we see the bright air; with fire 
we see destroying fire; just as with love we [perceive] love, 


1 In Soph, 266 B-c, Alc. i. 132 E &c. visual theory is not discussed. 

? In this point Empedocles is at one with Goethe in his Farden/ehre, 
though the German writer does not observe the agreement. 

* Notwithstanding what Mr. Archer-Hind says Plato, 77m., p. 156. 

4 Zeller, Pre-Socratics (E. Tr.), ii. 166-7 n. 
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and with hate, baleful hate?’ ‘Some hold that each and tions’ both 
every affection results from the agent in its ultimately ates 
simplest and most essential form entering through certain theory of 
pores of the patient ; and they say it is in this manner that “°” 
we see and hear and exercise all the other senses; and, 
moreover, that vision takes place through air and water 
and other transparent bodies, inasmuch as all these have 
pores, invisible from their smallness but close together and 
arranged in rows, and all the more so arranged in proportion 
to their greater transparency. Some writers have laid down 
this doctrine in certain instances without confining it to 
cases of agency and patiency: they go further, and say that 
mixture takes place only between bodies which have pores 
mutually symmetrical?’ Thus it was recognized by Aristotle, 
and doubtless by others, that Empedocles did endeavou to 
make his theory of seeing, and of perception in general, 
conform to his physical (or metaphysical) theory of the 
communion of all substances by pores and dzdppovar®. 

§ 9. ‘Empedocles, explaining the nature of the eye as Different 
organ of vision, states‘ that its inner part consists of fire Copstt™ 


tion of 


and water °, while the environment of this consists of earth qiterent. 
and air, through which it (the internal fire) being of a subtile cent 


nature passes, as the light in a lantern passes through the Ae 
é 5 ae of visua 
sides. The pores of the fire and water alternate in position power. 


with one another. By those of fire we cognize white 
objects, by those of water, black objects; for these two 
sorts of objects fit into these two sets of pores respectively. 


1 Arist. 404” 13-16. ? Arist. 324° 26 seqq. 

5 If in the verses above referred to, containing the lantern-simile, 
the line ai yodvyjot Siavra terpnato Geomecina: finds its proper place (as is 
assumed by Diels, Vors., p. 206, and Blass, Flecketsens Jahrob., 1883, 
p. 19), we can believe that there too he was thinking of the doctrine of 
pores and améppora, and would perhaps be found to mention and 
harmonize it with the visual ray theory if we had his poem complete. 
The membranes of the pupil are in this verse spoken of as ‘ pierced 
right through with pores (xodvyor) divinely formed’: ‘die mit géttlich 
eingerichteten, gerade hindurchgehenden Poren durchbohrt waren’ 
is Diels’ version. 

4 Theophr. de Sens. §§ 7-8. 

5 Adopting kai vdwp, from Diels after Karsten. 
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Colours are carried to the eye by emanation.’ In these 
sentences Theophrastus introduces us to the two main 
but unharmonized doctrines already spoken of: vision by 
means of emanations entering the pores of the eye, and 
vision by means of fire issuing forth (from the eye, or from 
the pupil to the outer surface of the eye); but he seems not 
to feel the difficulty or necessity of reconciling them. He 
goes on: ‘ All eyes are not constituted alike of the contrary 
elements; some have in them more fire and less water than 
others ; some less fireand more water ; some again have the 
fire in the centre and others at a point outside this’, which 
affords the reason why some animals see more keenly in the 
daytime, others by night. Those which have less fire than 
water in the eye see better by day, for in them the defect ot 
internal light is repaired by the excess of external ; while 
those that have less of the contrary see more keenly by 
night, since to these also that element which they lack is 
supplied by compensation ; and under opposite conditions 
they are keen-sighted in opposite ways. For those which 
have the fire in excess are dim-sighted (by day) since the 
further augmentation of this fire in the daylight fills? and 
obstructs the pores of the water; while those which have 
the water in excess suffer the corresponding result by night, 
as the fire then has its pores obstructed by the water. 
These states continue until, in the one case, the obstructing 
water has been separated (from the pores) by the light from 
without, and, in the other, the obstructing fire has been 
cleared away by the air®. The eye is best in temperament, 
and therefore in visual power, which consists of both (fire and 
water) in equal quantities.’ Thus the eye in its constitution 

Does éxrés, sc. rod pécou, here implya divergence from the view stated 
in the Empedoclean verses that the primeval fire is in the crystalline 
lens? or simply that (according to Empedocles) the lens itself need not 
always be in the centre? For the text, cf. Diels, Dox., p. 500 n., Vors., 
p- 177; Karsten, Em., pp. 484-5; Prantl, Mept Xpop., p. 47. 

® émutddrrewv Schneider: értAdurey is suggested by Prantl = ‘shine 
upon,’ and so obstruct. 

° dnp is to twp what 1d éfwbev dads is to mip. The light of day 
corrects the excess of water in the eye; so the dampness of night 
corrects the excess of fire. dyp as usual = ‘damp air.’ 
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contains the opposites, viz. the fiery and watery elements, in 
definite relationship to light and shade, or white and black. 

A passage of Aristotle’ corroborates the information 
contained in the foregoing extract from Theophrastus. ‘To 
suppose that, as Empedocles says, gleaming eyes (yAavxa 
Oupata) are fiery, while black contain more of water than 
of fire, and that on this account the former, the gleaming, 
see dimly by day owing to lack of water, and the latter 
by night owing to lack of fire, is an error; since we must 
assume that the visive part of the eye in all cases consists 
not of fire but of water ?.’ 

§ 10. Plato in the Zenon? tells us that Gorgias, as a follower Object of 
of Empedocles, held the doctrine of pores and emanations; Cyyuy. 
and that by means of this doctrine he furnished an ex- 
planation of colour as object of vision. According to this, 
colour is an emanation consisting of figures symmetrical 
with the pores of the visual organ and for this reason 
capable of being seen. We read elsewhere also* that 
Empedocles regards colour as ‘that which fits into the 
pores of the eye.’ To this Stobaeus® adds the statement 
already referred to (§ 5 supra) that ‘Empedocles regarded 
white, black, red, green (or, with @xpdv for xAwpdr, yellow) 
as the primary colours ®, being equal in number with the 

1 779” 15 seqq. 

2 Philoponus (in Arist. de Gen. An. v. 1, Hayduck, p. 217, 15), in 
his remarks on this passage, says that ‘ Empedocles makes the organ 
of sight to consist of the four elements... and asserts (but H. reads 
gnpi) that vision itself is the power of the soul in virtue whereof we 
see, inasmuch as it (vision) is the form (eiSos) of the eye.’ This (if @yox 
be kept) well illustrates the untrustworthiness of late commentators 
on early philosophers whose views they looked at only through the 
medium of their successors. Here Philoponus represents Empedocles 
as an Aristotelean. The opinion of Empedocles about gleaming and 
black eyes is referred to also in the Pseudo-Arist. Prodlems, 910. 13. 
We find similar views held on this point by Anaxagoras and Diogenes. 

8 Men. 76 C-D. * Plut. Zpzt. i. 15. 3 (Diels, Dox., p. 313). 

® Ecl. 1.16. 3 (Diels, Dox, p. 313). 

® For MSS. axpév, xkwpdv has been adopted; yet the change may be 
not worth while making, if the suspicion mentioned below be well 
founded. ®xpés is used by Arist. 559% 18 to denote the colour of the yolk 
of an egg; i.e. it means ye/low, Cf. Diels, Dox., Prol. p. 50; and Mul- 
lach, Democritus, p. 353. Curiously enough, the same error of ypdv for 
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elements.’ This is perhaps supported by the fact that in 
Fragment 71, Empedocles teaches that colours are pro- 
duced by the mixture of the four elements*. The following 
criticism of Empedocles’ colour-theory by Theophrastus * 
will help to place this theory itself in a clearer view. 

§ 11. ‘Empedocles teaches that like is perceived by like,’ 
but this gives rise to difficulties as regards his own theory 
of the particular senses. ‘When he makes the visual organ 
to consist of fire and its contrary, we may observe that 
it could indeed perceive white and black by the operation of 
similars ; but how could it perceive grey and the other com- 
posite colours*? For he does not explain such perception 
(of grey, &c.) as taking place either by the ‘ pores’ of the 
fire or by those of the water, or by others formed of both 
together °; yet we see these just as well as we see the simple 
colours. It is, moreover, a strange doctrine that some eyes 
see better by day, others by night. For the smaller fire 
is destroyed by the greater ®, which is the reason why we 
cannot gaze directly at the sun or at any excessively bright 


XAwpor affects the statement of Stob. (Zcé. i. 16.8; Diels, Dox., p. 314) 
attributing the same ‘four-colour’ theory to Democritus. That yAwpéds 
is the true word in Democritus we know from Theophrastus (§ 75). 
As regards Empedocles, however, we have not this assurance, Theo- 
phrastus (§ 59) merely telling us that Empedocles held two primary 
colours white and black, while the remaining colours are formed by 
mixtures of these. It has been suspected (Diels, Dox., p. 222) that the 
compiler of the Placita erroneously ascribed to Empedocles the four 
colours of Democritus. 

? For the ancient and traditional conception (cf. Prantl, Avzs¢. Mept 
Xpap. p. 30) of white and black, as the primary colours from which 
the other colours can be obtained by mixing them in various pro- 
portions, cf. Aristotle, §§ 41-2 zmfra. 

2 Diels, Vors., p. 203 

Ilés vdaros yains te Kal alfépos nediov Te 
Kipvapévey eidn te yevoiato xpotd re Ovnrav. 

3 De Sens. §§ 17-19. 

* Here we seem to find an echo of Arist. de An. i. 5. 409” 23 seqa. 
when criticizing Empedocles’ general theory of cognition. 

° As Diels, Dox., p. 504 n. remarks, according to the critic ‘puxrot 
TOpot pkTols Xpopace Conyveniunt.’ 

° This notion which we so often find referred to probably arose in the 
popular mind from the disappearance of the stars when the sun rises. 
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object?: so that those in whom the light within the eye 
is defective should see worse by day*. Or if (as Empedocles 
thinks) its like augments the visual fire in the daytime %, 
while its opposite destroys or thwarts it, then a// should see 
white objects better by day, both those whose internal 
light is less and those whose internal light is greater ; 
while again a// should see black objects better by night. 
The fact is, however, that all animals except a very few see 
all objects better by day than in the night-time. It is 
natural to suppose that in these few their native fire has 
this peculiar power, just as there are animals whose eyes 
in virtue of their colour are luminous at night*. Again, 
as regards the eyes in which the fire and water are mixed 
in equal proportions, it must follow that either is in turn 
unduly augmented by day or by night: hence, if water 
or fire thwarts vision by being in excess, the disposition 
(5ud0ecrs) of all eyes would be pretty nearly alike ©’ 


Democritus. 


§ 12. For Democritus, as for Empedocles, the most General 
obvious explanation of perception seemed to be that which sh rec 


showed how particles of external things come into the theory of 
5 Democri- 
pores of the sensory organs. He differed from Empedocles tus jn its 


in his doctrine of the existence of void, which Empedocles peoHe on 
did not allow. They agreed, however, in the belief that function : 


1 This is perhaps—though see note 4 zmfra—an arg. ad hominem 
against Empedocles: Theophrastus, as a disciple of Aristotle, would 
not hold that the eyes contain a ‘small fire,’ to be quenched by the 
greater fire of the sun. 

? Instead of better, as Empedocles asserts 

8 i.e. if (instead of the greater fire without destroying the less within 
the eye) the daylight augments the intra-ocular fire. 

4 Not ‘cu¢zs noctu magis splendet,’ as in Wimmer’s Latin version. 
There would seem to be here on the critic’s part an admission which 
is contrary to the teaching of Aristotle. Theophrastus seems to 
attribute the capacity of some animals to see by night to the possession 
of a peculiar fire in their eyes. 

® i.e, the so-called best class of eyes, having water and fire in equal 
proportions, would both by day and by night, in one or the other way, 
be out of keeping with the conditions of perfect vision, and would 
therefore not have the superiority claimed for them by Empedocles : 
they would be no better than the eyes already referred to. 
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‘like is perceived by like?’ Instead of holding, like Em- 
pedocles, that there are four elements qualitatively distinct, 
Democritus with Leucippus (of whom so little is known 
separately that we can neglect him or merge him in his 
pupil) taught that the elements of things are homogeneous 
atoms, infinitely numerous, moving eternally in void. The 
introduction of atoms in certain ways through the organs 
‘to the soul’ was for him (as the introduction of amoppeat 
was for Empedocles also) the essence of perception. We 
perceive an external thing by its being thus introduced into 
the soul ; but the soul, for him as for Empedocles, is itself 
material, so as to be capable of being affected in the way 
perception implies. It consists of atoms of a certain shape 
endowed with a certain order and movement. The impres- 
sion made by the atoms of the object on the soul must be of 
a certain initial strength, in order to be noticeable. For 
Democritus (as for Empedocles?, to some extent) the organs 
are thus essentially passages—thoroughfares for instreaming 
atoms. All the senses are modes of one, viz. Touching °. 
The essential feature of the eye is, for Democritus, its moist 
and porous nature, while the ear is a mere channel for the 
conveyance of sonant particles inwards ‘to the soul.’ To 
reach the soul, the particles conveyed inwards require to be 
disseminated through the body. It is impossible for us, he 
thought, to receive wholly exact impressions of external 
things through the organs of sense. For example, in seeing, 

1 As against the doubt of Theophr. de Sens. § 49 see Arist. 05> 12-16; 
Sext. Emp. adv. Math. vii.§ 116; Mullach, Demoer., pp. 206, 401, and 
Theophr. himself § 50, Indeed, Democritus also held that ‘like is 
affected by like’—a fhysical principle—while according to Aristotle 
(323° 3 seqq.) most philosophers with one accord assert that like cannot 
be affected by like (rd dyotoy td rod Spotov way dra@és eort). It is hard 
to see how the acceptance of the latter physical principle.could be, as 
Mr. Archer-Hind (Plato, Z7., p. 205) says, compatible with that of 
the psychological axiom ‘like is known by like.’ 

2 In his account of the formation of the ear, which he compares to 
a xadav, Empedocles seems to have regarded this sense-organ, at least, 
as something more than a mere passage, and as having a determining 
power over the gua/zty of the sensation to be produced by the dwrdppocat, 

* Cf. Arist. 442% 29 Anudxpiros Kai. . . dromdrardéy tt mowder:’ masta 
yap 7a aigOnra dara movovat. 
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the air intervening between us and the object interferes with 
our obtaining a correct impression or image of this, as is 
evidenced by the blurred look of distant things. Democritus 
first laid down the distinction of the qualities of body? into 
the so-called primary and secondary qualities, to which, 
however, he did not himself remain always consistent. As 
Theophrastus (de Sens. § 80; see p. 35 infra) points out, we 
cannot quite follow his doctrine of the formation of colours 
unless we assume a ¢vo1s ypepwaros—an objective existence 
of colour. He held that vision is the result of the image of 
the object mirrored in the eye. But when we ask—what 
exactly is mirrored? the answer for him is not easy ; since 
between object and eye come what he called d¢efkeda 
(generally spoken of by Aristotle and Theophrastus as 
elSwAa), things which in the case of this sense are also 
referred to as dméppo.m tis poppys. These delxeda, not the 
object, are therefore the immediate and proper data of sense. 
§ 13. Democritus regarded the pupillar image as the Aristotle’s 
essential factor of vision. ‘Democritus, says Aristotle 2, “ticis™ 


? of Demo- 


‘is right in his opinion that the organ of vision proper critus’ 
: . visual 
consists of water, but not when he goes on to explain thecry. 


vision as the mirroring ({ugacw) of objects in this water. The utter 
musunder- 


For this mirroring is due to the fact that the surface gtood the 


of the eye is smooth, and the image exists really not in function of 
the water 


the mirroring eye but in the eye that beholds this %, in the eye. 
inasmuch as the case is merely one of reflexion*. But on 


1 The non-objectivity of colour is stated as a doctrine of his by Arist. 
316 1 Anpdxpiros .. . xpotav od now elvat, rpomy yap xpoparicecOa. 
Cf. Theophr. de Sens. § 64; also Galen. de Elem, sec. Hipp. i. 2 vp@ 
yap xpou... ere & Gropov kal xevdy 6 Anudkpirdés now. He is alluded 
to by Arist. 426% 20 of mpdrepor puatorddyot ovdev Sovro obre evxdy ore 
péQay eivat dvev dweos Kreé. 2 Arist. 4389 5-16, 

5 The subject of ¢or is 7 ¢udaors derived from rovro, sc. rd éugaive- 
cba éxeivo =o €kei dpopevm, Here Aristotle’s argument does not 
require the seeming admission of the Platonic view, viz. that vision is 
effected by an éys, or ray, which goes forth from the beholder’s eye 
and returns to this from the object. This view, rejected by him 435° 5, 
and de Sens. ii, is one which Aristotle himself, provisionally at least, 
adopts Meteor. ili. 2. 373” seqq.; vide Ideler, Mefeor. ii. pp. 273 seqq. ; 
Galen. de Placit. Hipp. et Plat. § 640. 

*"Eupaois in the eye, like all other éupacts, is to be explained by 
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the whole it would seem that in his day no scientific know- 
ledge yet existed of the way in which images are formed 
in mirrors, or of the reflexion of light in general. It is 
strange, too, that Democritus should never have asked him- 
self why, if his theory of vision be true, the eye alone sees, 
while none of the other things, in which images are also 
mirrored, do so.’ ‘Democritus holds! that we see by the 
reflexion of images, but describes this latter process in 
a way peculiar to himself. It does not, he says, take place 
directly in the pupil from the object; but the air between 
object and eye is impressed with a sort of stamp while 
being dispatched in a compact form from the object to 
the organ?; for emanation is always taking place from 
everything. This air, then, being solid, and of different 
colour °, reflects itself in the eyes, which are moist. A 
dense body does not admit (this air-impression), but one 
that is moist, like the eye, gives it free passage. Hence 
moist eyes see better than those that are (dry and) hard, 
provided that their outer membrane is as thin and dense as 
possible, and that the inner parts are spongy and free from 
dense and solid tissue*, as well as from such moisture as 
is thick and glutinous ; and that the veins of (or, connected 
with) the eyes are straight and free from moisture, so as to 
conform in shape to the images moulded by, and thrown 
off from, the object ®.’ 

This intermediate effect of the object in moulding the 


dvdkaots, i.e. the bending back of the dyes from the reflecting surface. 
The image, supposed to be zz the mirror, is a set of rays reflected zo 
this from the object, and from it to the beholder’s eye; in which 
therefore it really is. Thus the image ‘seen in the eye’ of A cannot 
explain how A sees. Cf. R. Bacon, O. M. Persp. III, Dis. i. cap. 2, 
‘nihil est in speculo... ut vulgus aestimat.’ 

1 Theophr. de Sens. K 50 (Diels, Dox., p. 513 n.). 

* The reading suggested by Diels cara—for xal—rod dpavros has 
been translated, but ovaTehddpevoy has been preferred to his oreA\é- 
pevoy: the preposition is defended by the words of Theophrastus, § 52 
@Oovpevos kal rukvovpevos. 

° From the eye: see zzfra Anaxag. § 20, Diogenes of A. § 23. 

* Adopting Usener’s origpas for ioxupas. 

5 Os (= dare) dpovorynpovety trois dmorvmoupévots, 
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air into definite visible forms (a4rotémwots) is the peculiar 
characteristic of Democritus’ theory of vision. He held that 
if there were pure vacuum, and not air, around us, the 
emanations or images sent from the visible objects would 
reach the eye unblurred: that is to say, they would then 
report the exact form of an object, no matter how great the 
distance from which they might come. ‘ Democritus,’ says 
Aristotle}, ‘is not correct in his view that, if the space 
between object and eye were pure void, an ant could be 
seen clearly in the sky.’ As it is, however, the air takes 
the first copy of the object, and the eye receives it only 
at second hand, while the likeness of this copy to the 
original becomes more and more imperfect in proportion 
to the distance it has to travel. 

§ 14. Theophrastus? criticizes these tenets of Demo- Theo- 
critus: ‘His notion of modelling (4tordmwots) in air is anlgrise 
quite absurd. Whatever is capable of being moulded into Demo- 
shape must have density, and must not be liable to dis- ee of 
persion; this he implies when he illustrates the process, vision. 
and compares it with the stamping of impressions on wax. 

In the next place, such modelling might take place more 
successfully in water than in air, water being more dense; 
hence we should see better in water. As a fact, however, 
we see worse. In the third place, why should one who 
(as Democritus in his treatise mepl efdév does) believes in 
the emanation of the shape of an object , hold this further 
belief in the modelling of the air? For the actual images 
(eldmda avra) of the objects are represented in the eye, 
according to the former belief. But, again, if we grant that, 
as Democritus says, the air is moulded into shape, beiag like 
wax impressed and condensed, how does the reflexion of an 
image take place, and of what nature is it? If there is really 
such an image, i.e. an impression taken by the air from the 
object seen, it must be, in this as in other instances,on the side 
facing the latter. Such being the case, the image cannot come 
opposite to the eye unless the moulded portion of air is first 


-"AtO® 15. * De Sens. §§ 51 seqq. (Diels, Dox., pp. 513-15). 
® 4 dwoppo} ris wop pis. 
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turned round, Now it was for Democritus to show by what 
and how this turning process was to be effected, without 
which seeing would still be impossible. A further point is 
this. When several objects are seen together, how can we 
understand the presence of a plurality of impressions at the 
same time in the same air? And how do two persons see 
one another at the same time? The two impressions must 
meet as they travel in opposite directions from one to the 
other, each of them facing the object from which it came. 
Therefore this again is a point which requires further inquiry 
and elucidation. But we may add another point. How is 
it, on Democritus’ hypothesis, that each person does not see 
himself in the course of the process? As the impressions 
of one’s body reflect themselves from the air in the eyes 
of others, so they should reflect themselves back in one’s 
own eye, especially if they directly face the latter, and if 
the phenomenon of reflexion is one which takes place in 
the same way as the repercussion of sound in an echo; in 
which case, according to Democritus, the voice is reflected 
back (dvaxAaoOa1) also to the very person who gave it 
utterance. But this theory of air-modelling, taken all round, 
is absurd. From what Democritus says, it should follow that 
the air is continually having formed in it models of all kinds 
of objects, of which many would cross one another’s paths, 
thus causing an impediment to vision, and being generally 
improbable. And, moreover, if the impressions made in the 
air are permanent, one should, even when the bodies from 
which they come are no longer in view or are far distant, be 
able to see them still, if not at night, at all events in the day- 
time ; though, indeed, it would be even more credible that 
the impressions should remain in the air at night, as the 
atmosphere is at that time more endowed with animation ?, 


1 The image will come to the eye ‘ wrong side on.’ 

? éuuxdrepos, which at first seems strange, suits the argument and 
the theory of Democritus better than Wimmer’s conjecture éuwuxpdrepos. 
Democritus held that yux7 consists of atoms of a certain sort (i.e. 
exceedingly small and round), which exist in countless myriads in the 
air, and from which the Wvxq within the living body is constantly being 
recruited through the respiratory process. Cold tends to expel them 
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Perhaps one might say that in the daytime the sun causes 
the reflexion of images in the pupil by bringing the light? 
to the eye, and this is what Democritus seems to have meant ; 
since that the sun should, as he says, condense the air, 
pushing and striking it off from itself, is an absurd notion. 
The sun naturally rarefies air instead of condensing it. It 
is to be remarked also, as an anomaly in Democritus’ theory, 
that he gives not the eye alone, but also the remainder of 
the body its part in visual perception. This he implies 
when he states that the eye must contain void and moisture 
for the purpose of receiving impressions more freely and 
then transmitting these to the rest of the body*. A still 
further anomaly is involved in Democritus’ assertion that 
cognate things best see their kindred, while neverthe- 
less he also asserts that reflexion is due to difference of 
colour, which would imply that like things are not reflected 
in their likes. Besides this: how are magnitudes and 
distances reflected in the eye? this is a question which 
he undertakes but fails to answer. Thus Democritus, in 
enunciating his peculiar theory of vision, instead of settling 
the old problems, bequeaths them to us in a more difficult 
form than before.’ 
§ 15. ‘Leucippus, Democritus, and Epicurus, hold that (Demo- 


the visual affection (rd dpatixdy dO0s) takes place by the fe 
entrance of images (xara elddAwv eloxpiow) *. visual 


from the body; and, asat night and in sleep the body is colder than by 
day, the quantity of soul-atoms in the air at night is greater than by day. 
Cf. Arist. 471> 30 seqq. Diels, Vors., p. 391, now defends eu uxédrepos. 

1 The text here translated is corrupt and obscure. 

2 Wy émt mdéov déxnrat Kal tO GAA@ Copate wapad.d6. These words 
suggest the answer which Democritus would have made to Aristotle’s 
question (§ 13 supra)—‘ Why on Democritus’ theory does not every 
other mirror, as well as the eye, see?’ ‘ Mirrors,’ Democritus would 
reply, ‘are not connected with a bodily organism.’ 

$ Plut. Zpzt.iv.13 ; Stob. Ec/. i. 52 (Diels, Dox., p.403). Theophrastus, 
as we have seen, and Aristotle, 438® 16, both use this word efSwAov with 
reference to Democritus’ object of vision. Cicero, too, ad Fam. xv. 16. 1, 
implies that Democritus himself so used it: ‘quae ille Gargettius et iam 
ante Democritus e/dwAa, hic ‘‘spectra” nominat.’ Yet nowhere do we 
find the word thus used in the remains of Democritus himself. The term 
which he employed usually, if not always, was deixedoy (or Seixndov), which 
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‘They assigned as cause of vision certain images («lwda) 
which emanate (dmoppéovra) continually from the objects 
seen, of like form with (suo.dmoppa) the latter, and impinge 
upon the eye. Such was the theory of Leucippus and Demo- 
critus!.’ ‘Democritus asserts that seeing is the reception of 
an image reflected from the object seen. This word image 
(fupacts) here means the form (edos) reflected in the pupil. 
The case is like that of all other transparent surfaces which 
show an image reflected in them. He holds that certain 
images (ei$wAa), similar in shape to the things from which they 
come, streaming off from all the things which are visible, 
impinge upon the eyes of those who see them, and that thus 
seeing takes place; in proof whereof he adduces the fact that 
in the pupil of the eye of those who see any object there 
is invariably the image or likeness of the object seen. This 
is the whole account of seeing according to Democritus 2.’ 

§ 16. Democritus is the earliest philosopher in whose 
recorded writings we find an attempt at a detailed theory 
of colour. The whzte and the d/ack he refers immediately 
to affections of touch: the former to the smooth, the latter 


seems to have been, by its derivation, fitted to express generally the 
droppon from an object of whatever sense. It properly signifies not a 
‘spectrum’ but what we mean by (the Zg/ish word) specimen: i.e. an 
emanation qualitatively like the thing from which it comes. This, in 
reference to the sense of sight, would be no doubt a ‘ specimen’ (in the 
Latin signification) of the object gua visible: a copy of its figure and 
colour. In reference to other senses it would denote the qualities 
respectively which these are fitted to perceive, whether odour, or sound, 
or taste. Only in reference to the sense of seeing could it coincide in 
meaning with eiSwdov, but as this, which Aristotle calls the sense Jar 
excellence, tends to absorb the attention of psychologists, either the word 
deikeXov was narrowed to the idea of eidwdov (= 1 dmoppon tis popdjs), 
or else the latter was extended to cover all the meanings of the more 
general term. That deixedov was capadle of expressing cidwAov, appears 
from the phrase of Parthenius deikeAov “Iguyévns, the zmage, or effigy, of 
Iphigenia. In Laconian detxeAiorat was = Attic pipnrai (Etym. Magn. 
260, 48). 

* Alexander, in Arist. de Sens. p. 56 (Wendland), and Arist. de Sens, 
440 15-18, 

? Alexander ad Arist. de Sensu 438° 5, p. 24 (Wendland). This 
reproduces the theory of Democritus in the simpler aspect in which 
Aristotle criticizes it, 438° 5-16. 
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to the rough!. He asserts that the simple (47AG) colours? physical 
production: 


are four: zhite, black, red, and green (xdwpdv). White is the Fir 
smooth®. For if anything is not rough, and neither throws primary 
shadows nor is difficult of penctration, it is, in every case, pla 
bright (Aaumpdv). The things that are bright must be straight- 
bored («v@vrpuma), and hence translucent (d:avy7). Of white 
objects, those which are hard—as, for example, the flat inner 
surfaces of bivalve shells—consist of such atomic shapes *, for 
thus they would be shadowless and luminous (eday7) and 
straight-pored («v@vmopa). Those, on the other hand, which 
are friable (Wadupa)* and brittle (et@pumta) consist of atoms 
which are spherical but obliquely situated in position with 
regard to one another, and in their mode of combination 
in pairs®, and their whole atomic structure is as far as 
possible uniform. This being so, such bodies must be 
friable, because the amount of conjunction between each pair 
among their atoms is slight; and they must be brittle, 
because the disposition of the atoms is uniform; while they 
must be free from shadow, because they are smooth and 
flat. Things are whiter one than another in proportion 
as the figures aforesaid are more exact and less mixed 
with others, and possess the aforesaid order and disposi- 
tion more perfectly. Such, then, are the atomic figures of 
which white is composed. S/ack consists of figures of the 
contrary kind, those which are rough, uneven (cxadnvdv), 

1 Arist. de Sens. 442” 10. 

? For what follows in this paragraph see Theophr. de Sens. §$ 73-5 
(Diels, Vors., p. 394). Distinguish xAwpdv from mpdawvor. 

8 Plato, 77m. 60 A, regards 76 delov as Staxpirixdy THs d\ews which is 
the characteristic quality of white. 

* oxnudtwv, the most noticeable of the intrinsic differences of the 
atom—its figure—serving for the general name, as often in Democritus 
himself. 

5 Wabvpds here is opposed to oxAnpéds, not (as in Arist. 441% 25) to 
yAloxpos. 

& éx mepipepav pev okay Se r7 Gere: mpos adAnAa kal kara bvo0 ovlevéer: 
which seems to mean that a cross-section of the structure would exhibit 
the atoms in a quincuncial arrangement. Prantl (Ilepi Xpop., p. 52) 
keeping the older text ras dv0 cufevfes ryv 0 drnv rdgw exew dpolav 
translates—‘aber in der ganzen Ausdehnung jedenfalls in oyjua bors 
und rags einander gleich,’ 
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and dissimilar; for thus they would cast shadows, nor 
would their pores be straight or easily permeable. Their 
emanations, moreover, must be slow and confused!; for the 
emanation makes a difference, by its quality, in the nature 
of the sense-presentation: and its quality is liable to change 
owing to the intervention of the air. ed is formed of the 
same kind of atomic figures as the hot?, only that those 
of red are larger; for a hot thing is redder the larger 
the aggregations of its atomic figures are, when these 
figures are similar in kind*. A proof that red is composed 
of such atoms as those which form the hot, is that we 
ourselves are red when heated, just as other things are 
when ignited, as long as they continue to have the character 
of ‘the igneous’; but ignited things are redder in propor- 
tion as they are formed of large figures ; such are flame, 
coals of wood whether green or dry,-and also iron and other 
metals which are subject to ignition. Those are brightest 4 
which contain the most and finest fire; while those are 
more red in which the fire is coarser and in less quantity. 
Whence it is that things at a more red heat are less hot 
(sc. than those at a white heat) ; for (in the world of atoms) 
the fine, which is the essence of the bright, is also that 
which constitutes the hot®. Green (xAwpév), again, is formed 
of the solid and the void, being compounded of both, but 
the colour varies in tint (d:aAAdrrew) according to their 
position and arrangement ®. 


1 We cannot guess what this new factor—the steed of the dmoppoai— 
has to do with colour according to Democritus. There is no thought 
here of ‘rapidity of vibrations.’ Mullach (Dem., p. 221) punctuates so 
as to separate dtadépery from mpds, wrongly. 

* The atoms of fire are spherical, Arist. 3038 14. By ‘larger (pe- 
¢évwv)’ here must be meant ‘in larger aggregates,’ as in next clause. 

5 Diels (Dox., p. 521) compares Arist. 329° 26 Oeppoy yap éort rd 
ovykpivov Ta dpoyery® TO yap Seakpivety, rep haci moveiy Td mip, ovyKpivew 
éorl ra Spoduaa. 

* i.e. show the whztest heat. 5 Oeppov yap rd Aerrdv. 

* It isremarkable and noticed afterwards by Theophrastus (§ 18 77/ra) 
that Democritus explains green by the solid and the void, not by the 
shape of the atoms, like the other colours. Prantl supposes that Demo- 
critus in explaining green thought of this as the colour of plants and ot 
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§ 17. Thus, then, Democritus accounts for his four Formation 
primary colours. ‘Each colour! is purer the more the Pees 
figures of which it is properly composed are free from mixture of 

g ie y P 


admixture of others. The other colours are generated by sacs 
mixtures of these four. Gold and bronze and such colours are colours. 
formed by a mixture of white and red. They derive their 
brightness (ré Aauzpév) from the white, and their reddishness 
(rd dxépvOpov) from the red. The red falls, in the process 
of mixture, into the void interstices of the white. If to 
these be: added pale-green (yAwpod), the most beautiful 
colour is produced; but the proportion of green so added 
must be small; it cannot be great when the white and the 
red are thus compounded. The resulting colours will differ 
according as the amount of admixture in every such case 
is greater or less. Purple is formed of white, black, and 
red, the red being in largest quantity and the black in 
small?, the white coming midway in amount, which is 
the reason why it appears pleasant to sense. That the 
black and the red are in it appears from mere inspection ; 
that it contains white is shown by its brightness and lustre, 
since it is white that produces these. Woad-colour ® arises 
from a mixture of the very black with green, but with 
a preponderance of black. JLeek-green* arises from purple 
and woad-blue, or from pale-green and purplish (mopvpo- 
edods). For sulphur ® is of this colour, and shares the quality 
of brightness. Deep-blue® is formed of woad-colour and 
fire-colour (mupédovs), but of figures round and needle- 


vegetation generally, and from its great extent and abundance in nature, 
conceived it as resulting dvectly from the two primordial causes of 
things. 1 Theophr. de Sens. §§ 76-8. 

2 This adopts puxpdy, which Mullach and Diels, Vors.read. Diels (Dox., 
Pp. 522 n.) prefers the better attested, though seemingly less probable, 
paxpay, with the remark ‘at atri permultum inesse elucet ex v. 11.’ 

5’ ioarts, the plant woad, used here for woad-blue. 

* +d mpdowor, a colour which like @otxody and ddoupydy, according to 
Arist. 372° 5, is not capable of being produced artificially. V7de Plato, 
§ 31 infra. 

® Diels (Doz., p. 522 n.), agreeing with Burchard that this example is 
inappropriate, conjectures rov idy, sc. ‘aeruginem, in quam splendor 
certe cadit,’ ® +d Kvavovr. 
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like, so that the black should contain the quality which 
makes it brilliant’. The xut-drown colour (xaptivov) is 
formed of green and purplish. If bright be mixed therein ?, 
flame-colour arises, since this is shadowless and the dark is 
excluded. Red mixed with white renders green lustrous %, not 
black. Hence growing fruits are at first green, before they 
become heated, and so diffused *. So many are the colours 
described by Democritus. But he asserts that colours, 
like tastes, are really infinitely numerous® according to 
the ways of mixing them ; i.e. according as one removes 
some of this, or adds some of that, ingredient, or mixes less 
of this or more of that. The colour resulting in the one 
case will never be like that in the other.’ 

§ 18. Theophrastus criticizes the above account of colour 


¢and its varieties. Democritus, he says °, creates a difficulty 


by suggesting four primary colours, instead of the ¢wo, 
black and white. ‘His assigning different atomic shapes 
to explain the whiteness of objects according as these are 
hard or friable is unsatisfactory. For though (¢) it would 
be natural to explain these two classes of objects differently 
regarded simply as tangibles, one surely must not go on to 
suppose the figure of the atoms to be the cause of their 
difference in colour; the posztion of the atoms is rather 
what would account for this. Round figures, and indeed all 
figures, may overshadow one another. For example, the 
very argument which Democritus himself employs, when 
discussing smooth things which appear black, shows this to 
be so. He asserts that their appearance is due to their 

1 The ‘ figures’ have heads shaped like conical bullets on a small 
scale. 

? Adopting Aaumpdy for xAwpdv, and (rovro yap doxov) with Diels, 
Dox Das2zne $3 evayés. 

* dtayeio Gar, rendered by Mullach ‘ antequam maturescant.’ This is 
better than Diels’ diaxaierOar. The didyvors referred to is a process 
resulting from heat (the opposite of més, which results from cold), 
denoting the softening of ripe fruit—a sort of concoctio of its tissues. 
Cf. Arist. 380% 11, 382* 209. 

5 So Plato, 77m. 68 D (§ 30 ad fin. infra), declares that God alone 


could create or explain their infinite variety. Aristotle denies the infinity 
of varieties of colour. ® De Sens. §§ 79-82. 
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atomic conjunction (cvupvow) and arrangement, this being 
in them the same as in the black. And, again, he implies 
it when explaining the colour of rough things which are 
white. For these, he says, are formed of large figures of 
which the commissures are not indeed round but serrated}, 
while the outlines of the figures are broken like stair-steps, 
or the tops of vallated mounds? erected before a city wall. 
This feature in the edge of the atom renders it shadowless, so 
that there is nothing in it to hinder brightness from appear- 
ing *....In general Democritus here explains not so much 
the whiteness as the transparency or brightness of bodies ; 
since that it should be transparent, and that its pores. should 
not zigzag, is the essential characteristic, or condition, of 
the structure of the diaphanous body. Again, that the pores 
of white things should be in straight lines, while those 
of black should be in zigzag lines, is a condition which 
can explain these colours only on one assumption, viz. that 
colour is ax objective thing, which enters into and passes 
through the pores*; but Democritus does not assume this. 
He asserts that seeing is due to the emanation and the 
image reflected in the eye®. But if seeing is due to this (sc. 

1 ov mepiepeis, GAAa mpoxpdacas. ‘ Democrito mpéxpoaaos latius patet, 
ut pinnae in hanc figuram continuatae significentur,’ Diels, Dox., 
Pp. 323 n. 


2 | follow Diels’ text (Dox., p. 523). 

8 The conception referred to here seems to be this, that in white 
objects, which are formed of smooth atoms, the atoms are always 
so disposed that there are straight passages, through the bodies 
which they compose, for the uninterrupted transmission of light; 
while in black or dark-coloured objects, formed of rough atoms, the 
passages are crooked or darkened by the overlapping of atoms which 
stand as it were in one another’s light. Yet the smooth atoms may 
be so arranged as to throw shadows and produce black; and the 
rough may have their angularities so matched and arranged as not to 
obstruct light, and so may produce white. 

* ws eiotovons tis pioews trodaBew éorw. As Diels (Dox. p. 523) 
observes, ‘ opponuntur dvots xpwpdray et droppon,’ 

5 8a rv amoppony Kat thy €udacw thy eis tv dw. Colour was for 
Democritus a purely subjective thing: hence, as Theophrastus remarks, 
the explanation which treats it as something objective passing into 
and through atomic interstices involves him in a contradiction of his 
own theory. 
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the entrance of yppa), what difference does it make whether 
the pores lie in straight lines over against one another, or in 
zigzag lines? Nor is it easy to see how an emanation 
comes from void, and an explanation is due from him on 
this point also'. For he makes white to arise from light 
or some fosttive thing. Nor is it easy to understand his 
account of black. For a shadow is something black, a sort 
of eclipse of the white?, hence white as a colour has a 
positive natural primacy. He assigns, too, as cause of black, 
not merely shadows, but also the density of the air, and 
therefore of the emanation that enters the eye, and the 
disturbance or confusion in the eye itself. But he does not 
make it clear whether these things are due to want of 
transparency °, or may arise from some other cause, and, if 
so, from what sort of cause. It is curious, too, that he does 
not assign some atomic shape as the cause of green, but 
explains it only by the solid and the void. These last, how- 
ever, enter into all things whatever, no matter what atomic 
shapes things consist of. He should have assigned some 
characteristic cause in the case of this as of all other 
colours ; and if it be opposed to red, as black is to white, 
he should have assigned it the opposite atomic shape as its 
base; while if it be not opposite, this fact in itself might 
make one wonder, viz. that he does not represent the 
primary colours as opposites, such opposition being assumed 
by all writers*. He should, in particular, have explained 
in detail what sort of colours are simple; why some are, 
and some are not, composite; since it is regarding the first 
elements that uncertainty is greatest. But this he found, 
no doubt, a difficult problem.’ 

§ 19. Democritus teaches that colour fer se is nothing 
objective, for the ultimate elements—the plenum and vacuum 
—are destitute of all sensible qualities, while the things 
composed of them possess colour (as they do every sensible 
quality) owing merely to the order, figure, and position of 


* Here (as below) Theophrastus hits at a difficulty in Democritus’ 
account of green. » érumpdaOnots Tod AevKod. 
° did 7d pun edvdiomroy, * Read draow with Diels, Dox., p. 524. 
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the atoms, i.e. (a) to their order relatively to one another, way in 
‘ which the 


(0) to their several shapes, and (c) to the position Of each 10: sensible 


its place. The subjective aspects—the qualities—of sensible ep 


objects are all due to these three things’. Colour has no . from 
deat : : : the at 
objective existence, since the colours of bodies are due to the 374 void. 


position of the atoms in them”. (Cf. TOUCHING, § 2, p. 182.) 


Anaxagoras. 


§ 20. Following Heraclitus, Anaxagoras is sharply op- Difference 
posed to his contemporaries and predecessors in holding, od sieht 


as he did, that perception is effected not by the operation Anaxa- : 
of like upon like, but of contrary upon contrary. This f°” 


accords, on the one hand, with his metaphysical doctrine contem- 
oraries 


of vos duryjs, and, on the other, with the empirical fact respecting 
i the theo 
that many perceptions, e.g. that of temperature, seem to SE pace 


rest upon a contrast between the condition of the perceiving tion.Unlike 
5 : 6 perceives 
organ and the object it perceives. If the temperature of trike. Nie 


water is exactly that of the hand, this may be thrust into cou of 
1s to 


it without perception of it as either cold or hot. The the theory 
contrariety required by the doctrine of Anaxagoras as one & Vision. 
of the conditions of perception exists for all possible cases ; 

since, according to the Anaxagorean doctrine wav év wavti, 

we have within us the contraries of all possible external 
objects. Our information as to the psychological teaching 

of Anaxagoras is scanty, yet contains evidence of his being 
influenced by these principles. 


1 Stob. Ec/. i. 16 (Diels, Dox., p. 314). 

2 Arist. de Gen. et Corr. 316° 1 rpomp yap ypoparitesba. The terms 
for order, figure, and position are, in ordinary Greek, rafts, cxjua, and 
6éo.s, but the terms used by Democritus for these respectively were 
Stabtyn, popes, and rpomn. Cf. Arist. ez. i. 5. 985 17 (adopting Diels’ 
H, = for Z,N). ‘The letter A differs from H in figure (oynpatt); AH 
differ from HA in order (rage); while differs from H in position’ (6éce) 
the I being but H lying on its side. Probably dtadtyn is dialectic=d:a- 
Onkn, i.e, diadeors, and not =‘ contact’ (v Oy-), as Gomperz after Mullach 
renders. The primary qualities of each atom fer se for Democritus 
were (a) Physical, viz. weight and solidity; (4) geometrical, viz. figure 
and magnitude. Not only colour, but all other secondary qualities ot 
body, depend on these primary qualities, as well as on the raéis, cyjua, 
and 6¢a1s, of the atoms which compose the body. Gomp. G. 7. i, 568. 
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Vision due ‘Seeing, according to Anaxagoras}, ‘takes place by 

ee reflexion of an image in the pupil of the eye, but this image 
is not reflected in a part of the pupil of like colour with 
the object, but in one of a different colour*. In the 
majority of eyes, the requisite difference of colour between 
organ and object exists in the daytime, but in some it 
exists by night; whence it follows that the latter see 
keenly by night, In general, the night is more in keeping 
than the daylight with the actual colour of the eyes. In 
the daytime objects are reflected in the eye, because light 
is a condition of such reflexion. But (whether by night or 
day) the colour which predominates in the object seen is, 
when reflected, made to fall on the part of the eye which 
is of the opposite colour®.’ According to the general rule 
the colours of the eye are dark, i.e. of the hue of night ; 
hence more fit for reflecting images, and therefore for 
seeing, by day than by night; although to this rule there 
are exceptions. Anaxagoras held with Empedocles that 
persons with gleaming eyes (yAavxol) see better at night 
than those with dark eyes. Empedocles, however, based 
this view, not on the ground that like is perceived by unlike, 
but on the principles that fire is a visual agency *, and that 
the conditions are, in some cases, more favourable for its 
action at night than by day. 

ee § 21. Theophrastus, in criticizing the visual theory of 

criticism Anaxagoras, says: ‘As regards the reflexion in the eye, 

eee his opinion is not different from that of most other thinkers; 


goras’ 
sie of for the majority hold that seeing results from the formation 
1 Theophr. de Sens. § 27. 
® For this difference of colour see Democritus, § 13, p. 26, n. 4 supra, 
and Theophrastus’ criticism of Democritus, § 14, p. 29. 
$ riv O€ xpdav THY Kpatotoay paddov els thy érépav euaiverba. Here 
we are reminded by rjv kparodcay that, according to the doctrine mav év 
mavri, all colours as well as all other sensible qualities are in every 
object, but in different degrees of prominence; and that each object is 
perceived and named according to that sensible quality which is fre- 
dominant init. Thus the seeds of a// colours are in the object, yet red for 
example may predominate ; whence we perceive it as red and call it so. 
* See Empedocles, supra § 9. 
5 De Sens. §§ 36-7 (Diels, Dox., p. 509). 
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of an image in the eye by reflexion. They do not, however, 
provide in their theory for these facts, viz. that (a) the real 
magnitudes seen are not symmetrical with the reflected 
magnitudes ; (4) it is impossible for a plurality of reflexions 
to take place in the eye simultaneously with their contraries ; 
(c) though movement, distance, and magnitude are visible 
none of these reflects an image; (d) some animals, e.g. 
those which have scales on the eyes, and those which live 
in water, have no image reflected in the eye and yet they 
see. Besides these points, if such reflexion were the 
sufficient reason of seeing, many inanimate things would see ; 
for reflexion takes place in water, bronze, and many other 
things. Anaxagoras also teaches that colours are all 
reflected in one another, but a strong colour in a weak 
rather than conversely; so that while either the strong 
or the weak ought to see, yet a black eye should see better 
than one of any other colour: and, in general, an eye of 
weaker, better than one of stronger colour’. Wherefore 
he describes the organ of seeing as being of the same hue 
as night, and light as the cause of the reflexion of an image 
in the eye. But, in the first place, we see light itself 
without the need of such reflexion; and, in the next, we 
see black colours just as well as white, though the former 
do not contain light (which according to Anaxagoras is 
needful to produce the reflected image) *. Again, in the case 
of other things (apart from optical reflexion), we see that 
reflexion of images takes place in that which is brighter 
and purer (than the object reflected); and, accordingly, 
Anaxagoras himself declares that the membranes covering 
the eyes are delicately fine and bright.’ 


§ 22. The object of vision: colour. ‘As regards colours ® pea 


goras: no 
1 ¢ The ‘ weakest’ colour, as would appear from this, is black accord- 
ing to Anaxagoras and Theophrastus, This, therefore, represents all 
other colours by reflexion. 
2 Some such word as dAda or xairot seems to have been lost before 
ovx éxet in the sentence éreira ovdev Hrrov ra péAava Tay AevKdY OdK EXEL 
das. This, as it stands in Wimmer’s and Diels’ texts = non minus 
nigra guam alba lucem non habent, makes no sense. I have translated 
according to what I conceive the true reading. 
3 Theophr. de Sens. § 59 (Diels, Dox., p. 516). 
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Empedocles held that white consists of fire, black of water. 
The others confined themselves to asserting that white 
and black are the elementary colours, the remaining colours 
being generated by mixtures of these two. For Anaxa- 
goras has expressed himself quite generally respecting 
them!. He held? that the elements of all things were 
originally confused in one mass infinite in number and 
severally infinitesimal in bulk. This being so, we must 
conceive that (for him) many and multifarious seeds of 
things exist in all bodies—seeds with all sorts of shapes, 
and colours, and savours. ... Before they were separated 
from the mass, and while all were still together, no single 
determinate colour was yet discernible.’ ‘Colours, accord- 
ing to Anaxagoras, are not self-subsistent or separable 
from coloured ¢hings. Each colour requires a substrate. 
It is not possible that all things whatever should be 
separated from one another ; the process of discrimination * 
is no absolute separation *; wherefore it is impossible that 
walking °, colour, and, in general, the qualities and states 
of things, should be really separated from their substrates 
(rGv tmoxepévwr)®. It is plain that, owing to his theory of 
mav ev mavtl, Anaxagoras could not hold that there is 
in nature any pure or simple colour’. 


1 amas eipnxe. Prantl, pressing the yap before Avafaydpas here, infers 
from the sentence that Anaxagoras with the others held white and black 
to be primary colours. 

2 Simpl. ad Arist. Phys. 184” 15-188 5, pp. 34-5, 156, 175-6 (Diels) ; 
Prantl, [epi Xpop. p. 58. 

* i.e. that effected by vois. 
ov yap tavteAns Siacracpds eorw 7 Sidkpiors, 

5 Badiors here seems to mean ‘movement’ in general, which is 
impossible, according to Anaxagoras, without something that moves. 

® Simpl. l.c. Prantl, A7zst, Mept Xpwpdrwv, p. 59, remarks that it 
was probably this conviction of the inseparableness of qualities from 
substance that led Anaxagoras to make his famous assertion that snow 
is black. To the sensible impression that snow is white, he opposed 
the rational view that snow is water frozen, and that water—the 
Homeric pédAayv vdwp—is black; hence snow is really black. The 
meaning and object of this paradoxical assertion were quite misunder- 
stood by many ancient writers; e.g. Cic. Acad. Quaest. iv. 23. 31. 

" Cf. Arist. 187 2 seqq. 8:6 pact may ev mavri pepetxOar. . . eidtkpwds 


4 
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Diogenes of Apollonia. 


§ 23. Diogenes held that the ultimate agency in Nature Diogenes’ 


(which included for him Mind in all its manifestations) is ee ee 


Air. Thus thought and sensation are activities of the foundation 
5 : : . 5 :_\ of mental 
intra-organic air (especially that in or around the brain) nq 


in relation with the outer, or extra-organic air, which eG. 

. . . activity. 
operates in nature generally. The air in the particular The intra- 

j i organic air 

organs conducted the sensory impressions to that near the eae ce 
brain, as their central organ; which, again, seems, in certain perception. 

‘ ae ill 
cases at least, to have co-operated with the air in the breast, eae 
or near the heart. Perception is more perfect the finer chief factor 
P : . ; of vision. 
is the intra-organic air, and the more freely the structure of points of 


the vessels promotes its passage to and fro between the agreement 
between 


brain, the thorax, and the various parts of the bodily Diogenes, 


Anaxa- 
See 4 : goras, and 
‘Seeing takes place, according to Diogenes’, by the re- Empe- 


flexion of objects in the pupil of the eye; for this, by being oneers 


mixed (yetyvypernv) with the internal air *, produces the sense colour. 
of vision ; a proof of which is that when there is inflamma- 
tion of the vessels of the eye, the mixture with the air within 
being interrupted, vision is impaired, although the image 
is reflected in the pupil as usual.’ ‘Those animals see most 
keenly which have the air? within them fine and the veins 
fine likewise (such fineness of the air and the air-vessels 
being the general conditions of perfect sense), and those which 
also have the eye itself as bright as possible*. The colour 
which is contrary to that of the eye is best reflected in it®: 
wherefore those whose eyes are black see best by day, 


pev yap Sdov Aevdy f péday f xré. ... ov elvar’ Srov b€ mreiorov eye 
éxacrov, rovro Soxeiv elvar thy vow Tov mpadyparos. 

1 Theophr. de Sens. § 40 (Diels, Vors., p. 344). 

2 More especially ro mept rov éyxepadoy dépu. 

8 Theophr, l. c. § 42, 

* daa re rOv dépa (Sc. Aerrdy) kai Tas PrEBas Exet Aemras, Somep emi ry 
Gy (sc. aicOjcewr), kal doa Tov 6POarpor (sc. €xet) Naympdraroyv. Diels 
should have placed a comma after dA\ov, as domep emt trav dAdewv is 
parenthetical, 

° For this doctrine see Democritus, supra § 13; Anaxagoras, § 20. 
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and see bright better than dark objects; while their 
opposites see better by night. That the internal air, 
which is a small part of the god}, is what perceives, is 
shown by the fact that often, when we have our minds 
directed to other things (than the object), we neither see 
nor hear?.’ Diogenes thus agrees with Empedocles and 
Anaxagoras in making those see best by day whose eyes 
are black, and those whose eyes are bright, or gleaming 
grey, see best at night. The reasons for which Empedocles 
and Anaxagoras held this view have been stated; why 
Diogenes shared it we are not informed. 

Diogenes has left us no theory of Colour. It is manifest 
that he laid great stress on the phenomenon of éugdacis— 
the reflexion of an image in the eye—as a factor of vision. 
Theophrastus ® asserts that Diogenes’ theory that we see by 
virtue of the internal air is futile. ‘While Diogenes’ (he 
goes on) ‘confutes, after a fashion (é\éyyet mws), those who 
take the mere reflexion in the pupil for a complete explana- 
tion of vision, he fails himself to render a satisfactory 
account of the latter.’ For him, it is evident, the conditions 
of vision were summed up in the reflexion of the image, 
and the communication between this and the air within the 
brain and organism in general. Air as first principle, both 
of nature and of mind, was endowed by him with intelligence. 


Plato. 


§ 24. For empirical psychology Plato had only the 
regard of a stepmother. He was averse to physical studies, 


and Democritus, whose whole life-work was given to these, 

1 6 évrds dnp alaOaverat, pixpov dv poptov Tov Geod. 

2 The meaning of this is not, at first, clear. But Diogenes believed 
that Novs in each man is Air—6 ey jpiv Oeds—and a part of the universal 
Novs, 6 6eds, which, of course, is also Air. When the individual voids is 
engaged on its own thoughts, if we then have neither ears nor eyes for 
external objects, it follows that the operation of these senses is included 
in that of vods: as it is vovs (6 évrds ajp) that thinks, so it is the same 
that perceives. He does not here axgue—he assumes—that voids in each 
person is 6 éyrds dnp. 


* De Sens. § 47 (Diels, Dox., p. 512). 
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he seems to have disliked. At all events he never names favourable 
him. Accordingly we find comparatively little in Hlatosia) eat 
dialogues bearing on this subject, and that little not always ene 
his physics 
up to the standard of what was to be expected from a writer immersed 
of his transcendent genius. A few scattered references and a eee 
observations; an interesting disquisition in the 7eaetetws Account of 


(which, however, aims not at psychological but rather at wane ee 
epistemological results); and a discussion in the 7imaews, Timaeus. 
for which the author practically apologizes’, form the chief 
contributions of Plato to the subject of empirical psychology. 
Plato’s physics were submerged in metaphysics. We cannot, 
therefore, so clearly distinguish the ruling physical ideas 
which governed his psychology as we could do and have 
done in the cases of Empedocles, Democritus, and Anaxa- 
goras. When he proceeds to treat of psychology he 
descends from first to second causes, and finds himself on 
uncongenial ground. It is not easy to discover a principle 
of union between his psychology and his idealism, any 
more than between his psychology and any ruling 
physical principles. His physics is virtually contained in 
his account of the nature and construction of matter, in its 
four forms, given by him in the Zzmaeus. He accepts the 
four Empedoclean forms, earth, air, fire, water; but does not 
regard them as primitive. These were constituted by the 
Demiurgos out of fundamental triangles, by a geometrical 
process doubtless borrowed from the Pythagoreans. The 
primitive triangles are the right-angled isosceles, and the 
right-angled scalene. From these are first constructed 
the pyramid, the cube, the octahedron, and the eikosahedron. 
The cube, then, is made to form the foundation of earth, 
as it is the most solid element; the pyramid forms that 
of fire ; the octahedron that of air; the eikosahedron that of 
water. These four ‘elements’ stand to one another in 
continuous proportion: as fire is to air, air is to water ; and 
as air is to water, so is water to earth*®. Plato’s psychology 


1 The theory of colour in the 7zaeus comes in only as a part of the 
povipos madd in which the author indulges. Cf. Zz. 59D. 
4 Zim. 32 A-B. 


Function 
and organ 
of vision. 
Plato, like 
Empedo- 
cles, neg- 
lects the 
pupillar 
image. 


44 THE FIVE SENSES 


also is set forth in the Zzmaeus, in his attempted deduction 
of the individual from the cosmic soul. This deduction is 
on the face of it metaphysical, and indeed fanciful in the last 
degree. When the Demiurgos makes over to the newly 
created gods the task of fashioning mortal bodies to be 
joined with immortal souls, we see Plato at a loss how to 
connect his metaphysics with his physics by any satisfactory 
rational or scientific tie. The inferior gods borrowed from 
the Cosmos portions of the four elements!, and of these 
they compacted the organic body. Into this body they 
introduced the immortal soul with its double circular rota- 
tions—the circles of the Same and of the Different. This 
soul they located in the cranium, which is spherical, like 
the Kosmos, in its external form, and admits no motion 
but the rotatory. The body had all the varieties of motion, 
backward, forward ; upward, downward ; right, left. In it 
were set up the movements of nutrition and sensation, 
which, however, interfere with, and disturb, the movements 
of the rational soul in the cranium. Thus its rotations 
in the circles of the Same and the Different are caused to 
convey false information. In the course of time, and by 
the process of education, this state of things is made to 
improve. Philosophy attempts to restore the mathematical 
exactitude of the intellectual movements. To all this 
Plato subjoins a particular account of the senses—their 
organs, functions, and objects. This will be now given as 
far as it concerns the sense of seeing. 

§ 25. Neglecting the pupillar image ‘Plato held that 
seeing takes place in virtue of a coalescence between (a) the 
rays of the intra-ocular light emanating from the eyes 
to some distance into the kindred (i.e. illuminated) air ; 
(2) that which, reflected from external bodies, moves to meee 
it; and (c) that which is in the intervening air, and which, 

1 It is noticeable how great a hold this doctrine of the four elements 
(which Empedocles first propounded) took upon the Greek mind. It 
pervades the whole period from Empedocles to Aristotle, for though 
not of course accepted in its original form by all writers, it was some- 


thing with which all had to reckon; and which influenced even those 
who rejected it, 
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owing to the diffusibility and nimbleness of the latter, 
extends itself in lines parallel with the fiery current of 
vision’” ‘Of the organs first they wrought light-bearing 
eyes, and bound them fast in the causal scheme as follows. 
That part of fire which has the property of not burning, 
but yielding an innocuous light, they contrived to fashion 
into a substance homogeneous with the light of day”. For 
the fire within us, being twin with this, they caused to 
flow through the eyes in its pure form, smooth and 
dense, having constructed the whole, and especially the 
central part, of the eyes in such wise as to confine all 
the remainder, i.e. the denser portion, of the fire within, 
and to filter forth only such fire as that above described, 
by itself, in its purity. Whenever, accordingly, there is 
daylight around the visual current (= the light which flows 
out from the eyes), this current, issuing from the eyes and 
meeting with its like, becoming compacted into union with 
the latter (i.e. with the homogeneous external daylight), 
coalesces with it into one homogeneous whole ® in the line 
of vision, i.e. in the direction in which the current issuing 
from within meets front to front with, and presses against, 
any of the external objects with which it comes into 
collision. The whole then, owing to the essential homo- 
geneity of its constituents, becomes sympathetic, so that 
whenever it takes hold of anything, or when anything takes 
hold of it, it transmits the movements of such thing into 
the whole body as far as the soul*, and so produces 
a sensation, viz. the experience on having which we say 


Lt = ‘ A yee MD) , m” ‘ an” ia 
TOU Tept TOV perakv a€épa €u taxvuTov ovTa Kal €UTPETTOV OUVEKTELVOMEVOU 


TO mupadet ts dews, Stob. Ec/. i. 52; Plut. Lpzt. iv. 13 (Diels, Dox., 
p.404). Prantl] (A7vzst, Mept Xpopudror, p. 75) remarks that ovvavyeta, the 
term above translated ‘coalescence of rays,’ seems to have come into 
vogue in the later Academy or among the Neo-Platonists. This passage 
of the Placita sums up fairly enough the doctrine set forth in the 
following passage of the Zimaeus (45 B-46 A) itself. 

2 There is a play on the terms npépa and fas Fyepor. 

5 exmimrov dpovoy mpos dporov Evumrayes yevopevoy. 

* péxpe ths Wuyns: up to the ‘seat of consciousness,’ an expression 
of which great use is made by most Greek psychologists, and which 
covers the greatest mystery of psychology. 
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commonly that we see. But when the kindred fire without 
has departed into night, the visual current from within is 
cut off; since, on issuing from the eye and meeting what 
is unlike it, it becomes itself changed in quality and ex- 
tinguished: it becomes no longer homogeneous with the 
neighbouring air, as the latter now contains no fire.’ 

§ 26. ‘Therefore it ceases from seeing and tends to bring 
on sleep. For when the eyelids, whose structure the gods 
devised as a protection for the sight, are closed, they 
imprison the force of the fire within; and this force 
weakens by diffusion, and so calms, the internal movements ; 
and when they have become calm, quietude succeeds. If 
this quietude is profound, the sleep which descends upon 
us yields but scanty dreams ; but if certain of the greater 
movements have been suffered to remain, these, according 
to their quality, and that of the regions of the body in 
which they remain, produce “ phantasms ” of corresponding 
quality and number, fashioned within us like unto objects 
seen, and referred outwards to them by us in memory when 
we awakel.’ ‘ Does not dreaming (asks Plato in the Republic) 
consist just in this, that one, whether asleep or awake, regards 
that which is like something not as merely being /zke it, 
but as being the very thing itself which it resembles??’ 

§ 27. As Mr. Archer-Hind, ad loc., observes, there are 
three fires concerned in the above account of vision: 
(1) that which streams from the eye (15 ris dews pedpa) ; 
(2) the fire of daylight in the air; and (3) the fire which 
is the colour of the object seen. The visible object is 
immersed in the peOnyuepwvov Gs, which, with ypéua, streams 
from it to the eye. This stream meets ro trys dWews 
pevya, and both united in one whole (often spoken of as 
simply dys) convey the impression of the object to the 
soul. But the fire of daylight, which intervenes between 
eye and object as a sort of medium, conforms itself somehow 
to these conjoint currents, supporting and substantiating 
them, as is stated in the extract given above (§ 25) from 


1 > ’ > My > - > , 
apopowbévra evros €&w re eyepOeioww dropynpovevopeva. 


2 Rep. 476C. 
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the Placita. In all this, as well as in Plato’s disregard of the 
pupillar image, there is much that reminds one of Empedocles 
(see § 29 zxfra). He, too, speaks of a fire issuing from the 
eye. He, too, says that colour comes as an dzéppo.a from 
the object, and Plato, in the Menon (cf. § 10 supra), seems 
to accept this account of it while ascribing it to Gorgias 
and his master. But Empedocles has not left anything to 
show the part which he would attribute to the daylight 
in connexion with vision. Nor is it easy to single out in 
Plato’s account of the matter the separate parts played 
by the fire from the object and the fire of daylight. The 
one is not to be absolutely separated from the other. The 
fire from the object ceases if the fire of daylight departs. 
The colour and the light in which it is seen are intimately 
connected for Empedocles, as for Plato. Although, there- 
fore, it may be that Plato distinguished his visual theory 
from that of Empedocles by the part which he makes the 
daylight play in fusion with the visual light, yet, in 
the absence of information as to Empedocles’ view on this 
matter, we cannot be quite sure. There seems nothing in 
the theory of the latter zzconsistent with the Platonic view. 
Finally the Empedoclean doctrine was that by each element 
within us we perceive the same element without, ‘fire by 
fire, earth by earth, &c.’ ; and Plato was an adherent of the 
sametheory. Aristotle tells us! that Plato, in the same way 
as Empedocles, regards the soul as formed of the elements, 
on the principle that ‘like is known by like.’ Plato’s 
‘elements, however, in the formation of vx7, were not 
material, and were far other than those of Empedocles ”. 
§ 28. Light, the medium of vision, is a subject of interest The 
to Plato, not however from a physical or psychological eat - 
standpoint so much as from that of metaphysics. ‘We see,’ (Plato 
he says ®, ‘ with the organ of seeing, and hear with the organ ee if 
of hearing, and with the senses generally perceive their sie 
respective objects; but the great Artist who fabricated ofhearing.) 
the senses and their organs has, with regard to seeing, 
gone more expensively to work than in any of the other 


2 404 16, 3 Cf. Tim. 35 A seqq. 8 Rep. 507 C-508 B. 
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senses. The organs of hearing and sound need no third * 
thing in order that the former may hear and the latter be 
heard; nothing, the absence of which would prevent the one 
from hearing and the other from being heard. The other 
senses also are exempt from any such need. But the 
faculty of seeing and the object of this have need of such 
third thing. For the power of seeing may be in the eye, 
and the man who possesses it may strive to exercise it, also 
colour may be present in the object ; but if a third thing 
called light be not present, the eye can see nothing ; the 
colour must remain invisible. Light is the precious medium 
by the intervention of which the object and the organ of 
vision are brought into conjunction for the exercise of this 
faculty. The visual organ is not the sun, though the most 
sunlike (jAwdéorarov ... dpydvwv) of the sensory organs’; 
but it receives from the sun, when the latter illuminates 
the sphere of vision, all the visual power which it possesses. 
Light wells forth from the sun as from a fountain.’ 

§ 29. The object of vision is colour. If the eye sees, 
what it primarily sees is this*. The visual agency according 
to Plato* consists of fire. Its visible object too is of the 
same nature. ‘The body of the created world is tangible 
and visible: that it should be tangible it must consist, in 
part, of earth: that it should be visible it must have an 
ingredient of fire®.’ ‘Colour, therefore, he regards as a sort 
of flame from bodies, having its parts symmetrical ® with 

1 It is strange that Plato should here reason as if only this one 
faculty of sense required a medium—light—between object and organ : 


as if no medium were required for hearing or smelling. 
2 Cf. Goethe, Harbenlehre, Introduction : 


‘War’ nicht das Auge sonnenhaft, 
Wie k6nnten wir das Licht erblicken ? 
Lebt’ nicht in uns des Gottes eigne Kraft, 
Wie koénnt’ uns Géttliches entziicken ?’ 
° In Charmid. 167 C xpapa pév dpa ovdev bys odca is given as an 
absurdity. 4 Theophr. de Sens. § 5. 
° xwpiabev dé mupds ovdéev dv more dpardy yévorro, Tim. 31 B. 
* Theophr. l.c. We are here (as Th. remarks) reminded of Em- 


pedocles, who required cvpperpia between the améppoa and the pores 
of the organs. 
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those of the visual current’; so that (since an emanation ? 
takes place from the objects seen, and this emanation and 
the visual fire must harmonize with one another) the visual 
agency, going forth to a certain point, forms a union with 
the emanation from the body, and thus we see. Hence 
Plato’s visual theory would stand midway between that of 
those who merely say that the visual current impinges upon 
the objects*, and that of those who teach merely that 
something is conveyed to the eye * from the objects seen.’ 
‘Plato’s theory of colour approximates to that of Empedocles, 
since the symmetry which Plato requires between the parts 
of the colour and the visual current is like the harmonious 
fitting (€vappdrrew) of the aroppoai into the pores required by 
Empedocles. ... It is strange that Plato should simply 
define colour as a flame; for, though the particular colour 
white may be like this, yet black would seem to be the very 
reverse °.. We have seen that Plato seems to approve ® of 
the definition quoted in the Menon from Empedocles’. 
Black and white are recognized by Plato as opposite 
colours ®. Hence, too, colours admit of gradation, not 
guaniitative, in the sphere of péya or moAdd, but gualitative, 
i.e. in point of xafapdrns °. 


1 of dWer=Te Tis dews pevpart. 

2 @s dmoppons te yryvouéevns xré. This, if Theophrastus expresses 
Plato’s doctrine correctly, brings the latter into closer relationship with 
Empedocles than Mr. Archer-Hind (Plato, 777. p. 156) is inclined to 
admit. Theophr. ade Sens. § gl BSP de Xpopatov oxeddv 6 Tees *Eprre- 
Soxdet deve. TO yap ovUpperpa exety pdpta TT dyer TO Tos Topas evapporrety 
éoriv [icoy ?]. 

3’ Who are meant? Probably Alcmaeon and the Pythagoreans. 

‘ Probably those who held with Democritus the theory of visual 
SeixeXa, or eidoda. 

5 Theophr. de Sens. § 91. 

6 Menon 76D éott yap xpda aroppon oxnpdroy dyer oiuperpos Kal 
aicOnros. 

7 Prantl (who, objecting to Theophrastus’ comparison of Plato's 
colour theory with that of Empedocles, says that das Ganze bet Platon 
mehr dynamisch betrachtet wird) would have us believe that the Empe- 
doclean definition of colour is only accepted in a spirit of Socratic 
irony. Vide his Arist. Farbenlehre, p. 57. 

® Phileb, 12 E, Protag. 331 D. ® Philed. 53 B. 


BEARE E 
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§ 30. ‘A fourth! department of sensibles yet remains whose 
many varieties we have to distinguish. These asa class * we 
call colours, being a flame® streaming off from bodies each 
and all, having parts symmetrical with those of the visual 
current, so as to be capable of being perceived *. We have 
already, in what precedes, set forth the causes which explain 
the origin of vision. Here, then, it is most natural and 
fitting to discuss the probable theory of colours, showing 
how the particles which are borne from external things, 
and impinge upon the visual organ, are some smaller, 
some larger than and some equal to the parts of this 
visual organ itself®; that, moreover, those of equal size 
are unperceived, and are accordingly called transparent, 
whereas the larger and smaller, the former contracting the 
visual current and the latter dilating it®, are analogous . 
respectively to things cold and hot in application to the 
flesh 7, and to things which, in their effects on the tongue 
(sc. the organ of taste), are astringent, or from their heating 
effect on it are called pungent®. These are the colours 
black and white: affections of the parts of the visual current 
which are, as has been said, identical in principle with those 
of temperature and taste but in a different sense-modality °, 


1 Reading aic@ntév. The three preceding departments were those 
of Taste, Odour, Sound. 2 Plato, 72m. 67 C-68 E. 

$ Prantl (Ilep! Xpwp., p. 75) blames Theophr. § 86 for inaccuracy in 
giving, as Plato’s definition of ypapa, pddya ard tov coudror cippetpa 
pdpta €xovcay T7 dyer, and says that Plato would not have used @Aé€ thus. 
But in fact Theophrastus is merely repeating the words of 77m. 67. 

* ‘Lit. with a view to perception,’ pos aicOnow. 

> By ‘organ’ for Plato here has to be understood not the eye, but the 
dWews pedpa. 

6 The ‘diacritic’ effect of white, and the ‘syncritic’ effect of black on 
the visual current would seem to have their psychological meaning 
in the power of visual discrimination which light gives, and the con- 
fusion, or loss of discrimination, between colour d:apopai which results 
from darkness. 

“ 1, e, in reference to the organ of touch which for Plato was the odpé. 

* He does not pursue the parallelism of whzte to hot and black to 
cold into the modality of taste, so that e.g. white should be to sweet 
as black to bitter, nor could he do so consistently with his own account 
of sweet and bitter, 727. 65 D, 66 E. ® év GdAw yevet, 
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and presenting themselves to the mind as specifically differ- 
ent on account of the above-mentioned causes}. Thus, then, 
we must characterize them. That which dilates the visual 
current is whzte; the opposite is black®._ When a more rapid 
motion (than that of white), belonging to a different kind of 
fire, impinging on and dilating the visual current right up 
to the eyes 3, forcibly distends and dissolves the very pores 
of the eyes, causing a combined mass of fire and water—that 
which we call a tear—to flow from them, and being itself 
fire meeting the other fire right opposite: then, while the 
one fire leaps forth as from a lightning-flash *, and the other 
enters in and becomes extinguished in the moisture, colours 
of all varieties are generated in the encounter between them, 
and we feel what we call a dazzling sensation®, to the external 
stimulus of which we apply the terms dvigh¢t and glittering. 


2 T cannot refer éxeivey (E, 1. 3) to anything but rois ris dews pepeow 
above. Stallbaum takes it of Oepud cat wuxpa; Mr. Archer-Hind of ra 
ovykpivoyra kal Staxpivoyra, The popra of the Pddé from objects stand ina 
relation of size to the parts of the éWews pedua: if they are equal to the 
latter, they, or rather the objects, are transparent, and have no xp@pa; 
if they are greater, they cause it to contract, and the colour seen is black ; 
if they are smaller, they expand or dilate it, and the colour white is seen. 
These conditions of sensation are fulfilled at the moment of coalescence, 
we must suppose, between the peda dyews and the pdpta from objects. 
But how are we to conceive this coalescence in accordance with the de- 
scription? Ifthe uépea when equal to the parts of the pedpua des cause 
no appreciable disturbance, how is it that they do so when smaller? 
There seems to be here a confused repetition of the ‘ pore’ theory of 
Empedocles, who taught that dméppoia must actually fit the pores to 
cause sensation; that if too small they pass through without any appreci- 
able effect : if too large they do not pass in at all. This is fairly intelli- 
gible as regards actual ‘pores’ in the organ; but when applied to the 
peda in a free medium is not so easy to envisage to the imagination. 

2 Cf. Arist. 119% 30, 1057 8-11. See also Philed. 12 E, Protag. 331 D. 
That which is merely Staxpirixdy ris Owews is, as we are here told, whzte: 
but we learn further on that if it Staxpiver ryy dpw péxpe Tay dupdroy 
it is sparkling d77¢hf—daprpov. 

3 Staxpivovaay thy dw péexpt TOY 6uparev. The meaning is plain from 
Tim. 45, where dys is shown to consist of the amalgamated fires 
from the eye and from the object, what Prantl (A77s¢. [epi Xpou.) calls 
‘die Doppelbewegung der droppoai zwischen Object und Subject.’ 

4 olov am daotpamis. 

uappapvyas 70 mdOos mpoceiroper, 
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A kind of fire, again, midway between these two (viz. that 
producing Aevxdvy and that producing orfASov), when it 
reaches the humour of the eyes, and is blended with it, 
but does not glitter, produces a sanguine colour’, when its 
fire mingles with? the brightness in the moisture of the eyes, 
and to this colour we give the name red (épvépdv)*’ The 
remaining colours are compounded of these four—zéAz?e, 
black, bright, and red. ‘Bright, when mixed with red and 
white, becomes golden-yellow (fav0év). What the proportion 
of parts in the several possible mixtures is, one should not 
say even if one knew; since there is no necessary law 
—no plausible account—which one could set forth with 
even moderate probability respecting them. Red, blended 
with black and white, gives violet (a&dovpydv). If these 
(sc. the red, black, and white which form violet) are mixed 
and burnt, and black has been thus added in greater 
amount, the result is a dark-violet (ép¢vivov). Auburn 
(mvppov) is produced by the mixture of golden-yellow and 
grey*. Grey, again, is formed by the mixture of white 
and black. Yellow (@xpév) by that of white with golden- 
yellow. When white meets bright and is immersed in intense 
black, a deep-blue (xvavoty ypGua) is produced. When this 
deep-blue is mixed with white, the g/aucous tint—greyish 
blue—(yAavxés) results. When auburn is mixed with black 
the product is ek-green. It is clear, from what precedes, to 
what combinations the remaining colours are to be reduced, 
so as to preserve the verisimilitude of our fanciful account 
(ud@ov). If, however, one should endeavour to investigate 
and test our theories by practical experiment, he would show 
himself ignorant of the difference between the human and 

1 xpGua évaorv. In 80 E red is named ris rod mupds rouzs re xal 
eLoudpLews ev typed vars, the colour of blood being due, as Archer-Hind 
says, to the commingling of fire and moisture. 

* i.e. is not gwenched in it, as in the preceding case. 

‘In this attempt to discover the origin of rea, the first of the 
properly so-called colours, Plato becomes more in earnest with this 
subject than Aristotle anywhere does. 

* It is not easy to find English names exactly suitable for these 


terms. Thus gdatds here is rendered ‘grey. So Mr. Archer-Hind 
renders it. oxpdés he translates ‘ pale-buff.’ 
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the divine nature ; for God has knowledge and power? to 
blend the many into one and resolve the one into many, 
but no man is able, or ever will be able, to accomplish 
either of these things.’ 


§ 31. Plato’s account of the production of leek-green Plato 
(mpdowwov or mpac.ov) by the mixture of auburn and black bach 


receives no support from Aristotle at all events. In the totle and 
agrees with 


Meteorologica the latter tells us? that there are three Pemocri- 


colours—crimson (howrkodv), leek-green (npao.ov), and ee 


violet (GAovpyév), which painters cannot produce artificially positeness 
by any process of blending. These are the three principal pee 


colours of the rainbow*. According to Democritus (§ 17 what mee 
means by 


supra), however, leek-green can be produced from purple wip. Plato 


_ : 1 . in general 
(moppvpovv) and woad-blue, or else from pale-green and een 


purplish (roppupoeidés). Aristotle 


When Plato above calls colour a ‘flame,’ and speaks of enore 


fire as proceeding from the visible object to the eye, effects of 
70 A€ioy or 


we must bear in mind how many apparently different the 


A = i lustrous. 
things he understood under the name /ive—particularly Oe 


these three: flame, light, and glow. He says*: ‘We must a merely 
subjective 
understand that there are many genera of fire, such as quali tee 


(1) flame (pd0v€), and (2) that which proceeds from flame, Plato (in 
which does not burn but gives light to the eyes; and 27%) 


(3) that which, when the flame has died down, is left of for Demo- 
the fire in the glowing embers.’ He treats oéAas and és ace 

as identical’. For him, just as nothing would without 

earth be tangible, so nothing would be visible without 

having fire in it®. Plato held’ the smooth (Aciov) like the 

white (Aevxdv) to be capable of dilating, or distending, 


the parts of the visual current (Scaxpitixdv THs Syews); but 


2 Cf. supra Democr. § 17. 
* 3/2" 7s 
5 Xenophanes, first of the writers whom we know, singled out these 
rainbow colours: 
qv rt "Ip Kadéovart, véos Kat Tovro mépuxe, 
moppupeov Kai powixeov Kat yAwpoy ldéobat, 
Xenoph. Frag. 32 (Diels, Vors., p. 56). 

SIGE RASC 5 Cratyl. 409 B. 
Em Leiea lin, 7 Tim. 60 A. 
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as it has a bright and glistening appearance this must 
be taken (in accordance with 77m. 67 E) to mean that it 
so affects the visual current up to and into the eyes 
themselves (uéxpt TGv duudrwv). This account of the smooth 
was accepted by Aristotle also, who says that ‘smooth 
things have the natural property of shining in the dark, 
without, however, actually giving light? Prantl? says that 
the account of colour given in the Z7maeus would appear 
at first to be founded on atomism. Yet, as he points out, 
the dynamic import of the two factors—the ovyxpiors and 
dudkpio1s—must be borne in mind; and it has further to be 
remembered that Plato does not really explain the structure 
of the elements atomistically but geometrically. His employ- 
ment, however, of the term dméppovat (common to him with 
Democritus and Empedocles) indicates on his part a line 
of explanation which really throws his dynamic account 
of colour into the background. He treats certain colours 
as natural to certain things: e. g. red is the colour of blood *. 
So certain colours are naturally connected with certain other 
sensible qualities, e.g. with dztterness*. In the Tzmaeus 
and Republic Plato, unlike Democritus®, regards colours 
as actually existing in things, not as having a merely 
subjective existence dependent on gavracla®. The qualita- 
tive change (dAdofwots) which is so important in the colour 
theory of Aristotle plays but a small part in that of Plato. 
We find, however’, the change of whiteness into another 
colour (jeraBoAn THs AevKdryTOos els GAAnV xpoay) given as an 
example of dAAolwois, one of the kinds of peraBoAy into 
which xivynots is divisible for Plato as well as for Aristotle. 
From the § 32. Plato® finds in the consideration of colour from 
standpoint , , : : 
ofsensa- the Protagoreo-Heraclitean standpoint a suitable illustra- 


tionalism, tion of the absence of objectivity in our merely sensible 
colour and 


1 437 31. ® Arist. Mept Xpop., p. 69. 

8 Tim. 80 E. SUE OSeB: 

* It is another question how far he could really have held any such 
view consistently with the doctrine of sensible perception set forth, after 
Protagoras and Heraclitus, in the Zheaetetus: see next paragraph. 


® Cf. Rep. 508 c. " Theaetet. 182 D. 
8 Theaetet. 153-7. 
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experience ; and from this standpoint he develops provision- all other 
ally a fierce attack upon the fact, or even the conception, Saiee. 
of science or objective knowledge of any kind. In the are (as well 
course of this discussion a good deal of interesting informa- aeecee 
tion is given us as to the degree to which the colour ‘ things’) 
conception had been analysed by psychologists, and the aaa 
character of colour, as a ‘secondary quality, impressed upon 

the popular science of the time. The dméppo.m of colour 

and the eljwAa of things are (it would appear from this 
discussion) of such a kind that they consist and exist only 

in the interaction between object and subject. The object 

is only the fvvanrorixrov. White (Aevxdv) and whiteness 
(Aevxdrns), e.g., are but the product of this interaction, and 

last only while it lasts. ‘If the doctrine of Heraclitus is 
applied to perception, and especially to vision, it will be 

found that what we call white colour neither exists in our 

eyes nor in any distinct thing existing outside them. 

It has not even place or position. To see what colour 

really is, if we proceed on the principle of Heraclitus that 

“all is becoming,” we shall find that white, black, and all 

other colour arises from the eye meeting some appropriate 
motion; and that what we call a colour is in each case 
neither that which impinges upon, nor that which is 
impinged upon, but something which passes—some relation 
—hbetween them, and is peculiar to each percipient. For 

the several colours can scarcely appear to a dog or to any 
animal as they appear to a human being; nor, indeed, do 

they appear to one man as they do to another; or even 

to the same man at one time as they do at another. What 
happens in the generation of colour is this. The eye and 

the appropriate object meet together and give birth to 
whiteness on the one side, and, on the other, the sensation 
connatural with it, both of which could not have been 
produced by either eye or object coming into relation with 

aught else; then, when the sight is flowing from the eye, 
whiteness proceeds from the object which combines with it 

in producing the colour, so that the eye is fulfilled with 


sight and sees, and becomes (not sight but) a seeing eye ; 


The odject 
of vision ; 
in general 
=colour, 
i.e. that 
which is 
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and the object which lent its aid to form the colour, is 
fulfilled with whiteness, and becomes (not whiteness but) 
a white thing, whether wood or stone or whatever the 
object may be which happens to be coloured white. And 
the like is true of all sensible objects, hard, warm, and so 
on ; which are similarly to be regarded, not as having any 
absolute existence, but as being all of them, of whatever 
kind, generated by motion in their intercourse with one 
another; for of the agent and patient, as existing in 
separation, no trustworthy conception can be formed. The 
agent has no existence till united with the patient, and the 
patient none until united with the agent; and, moreover, 
that which by uniting with something becomes an agent, by 
meeting with some other thing is converted into a patient. 
From all these considerations arises the conclusion that 
there is no one self-existent thing, but everything is 
becoming and relative. Being must be altogether cast out 
of our thoughts, though from habit and ignorance we are 
compelled—even in this discussion—to keep the term. 
Great philosophers, however, assure us that we should not 
allow even the term “something,” or “ belonging to some- 
thing,” or “to me,” or “this,” or “ that,” or any other term 
which implies the stationariness of things, to be employed 
in the language of nature and truth; since all things are 
being created and destroyed, coming into being, and passing 
into new forms; nor can any name fix or detain them; he 
who attempts to fix them is easily refuted; and all these 
things are true not only of particulars but of classes and 
aggregates such as are expressed in the general terms made 
use of in language!’ 
Aristotle, 

§ 33. Aristotle commences his account of. the special 
senses with the sense of saght. According to his custom, 
he examines first the object of seeing. This, stated most 
generally, is the vzszble (rd dpardv)”, or, as he defines it more 

? Jowett’s phraseology has for the most part been adopted. 

* 418 26 seqq. od peév ody eorw 7 dys Todr ~orw dpardv. Seeing, by 
a power common to it and the other senses, perceives contraries: there- 
fore it perceives also the zzvzszble (ddparov). By this ‘invisible,’ however, 
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closely, ‘that which is seen in the light.’ So defined, the seen in the 


object of sight is colour’, This is the most general name see yt 


for the immediate and proper object seen in the light. seeing ee 
Colour, unlike certain other things? (fire and phosphor- ee 


escent substances), cannot be seen in darkness. Hence in how? To 
understand 


order to understand colour—the object of vision—we must colour, we 
obtain a true view of the medium of vision—light. Colour Sey 
overspreads the surface of all that is visible. Now every 

colour se¢s up a motion in the diaphanous medium between 

each coloured thing and the eye which sees it®, when the 

said medium exists actually, not merely in potency. This 

is the essence of colour. By the motion thus set up in the 
actualized, i.e. illuminated, diaphanous medium, vision is 
normally stimulated; not, as was held by Empedocles, 
Democritus, and Plato, by dmoppoal, or eldwAa, from the 

objects of vision. 

§ 34. In order to understand light, therefore, we must con- The dia- 


4 ; 3 : 4 anes phanous 
sider the nature of the diaphanous, its medium *. This is aj, ,g:4m; 


thing which is, indeed, visible, but not always or directly; a and 
. . 2 0) eye ° . ° e arkness. 
owing its visibility, when it has it, to colour produced in it Light does 


from without ©. Instances of the diaphanous are found in azr, ae 


water, and many solids®; which ave diaphanous or trans- space, as 


is here meant not the adsolutely invisible, but only oxéros (cf. 421° 3, 
422% 20-2); and even 10 ckorewdér is only pods dpapevov (418 29) ; as 
is also ro Alay Aaurpdy, which is déparoy in a different way from ckéros. 
Cf. Met. 1022 34 adparoy déyerat kat TO Oras pay ExeLy YPSpa kal TO havras. 

1 Not that the object of sight, thus restricted, and colour are ab- 
solutely identical. Cf. Phys. 201> 4, Met, 1065° 32 domep otd€ ypapa 
tavroy kal dparéy. Their Adyot, as Simplicius says ad loc., are diapopo. 

2 As will appear there are three kinds of épard: (1) colour (seen only 
in light) ; (2) fire (seen both in light and darkness) ; (3) phosphorescent 
things (seen only in the dark). 

3 grav Xp@pa Kuvytikdy eott Tov Kar evepyecav Siaavods Kal rour éoriy 
avrov 7 pvots, 418% 31. 

* This is at the basis objectively of /igh¢ and colour, and subjec- 
tively of vzston. 

° Either by fire or by rd dyw cdpa (see note I, p. 58): dpardv... dv 
adAdrptoy xpopa. 

§ As we shall see (p. 60), the diaphanous in bodies is the vehicle of 
the colour regarded as zm these bodies ; not, like the free diaphanous, 
the medium which propagates the colour movement to the eye. 


Empe- 
docles 
asserted. 


58 THE FIVE*SENSES 


parent, not gua water or air, but because they have inherent 
in them the same natural substance which exists in the 
eternal body of the celestial sphere*. The actualization 
of this diaphanous gua diaphanous is “ght, just as its mere 
potentiality is darkness. Thus darkness is potentially 
wherever light is actually, and conversely. Light is thus, 
too, a colour, belonging incidentally to the diaphanous 
medium when the latter is actualized by the agency either of 
fire, or of a substance of the same nature as the celestial fire 
which has in it a principle or element of identity with the 
terrestrial. As colour can stimulate only the actually trans- 
parent or diaphanous, it is only in the actuality of this, i.e. 
in the light, that it can be seen. Fire, however, and certain 
other things mentioned below, can be seen in darkness. Such, 
then, is the diaphanous: and accordingly light is not fire, 
nor a body, nor an emanation from body”, but the presence 
of fire or some such thing in the diaphanous*. Colour 
is a phenomenon in light, as light is a phenomenon 
in the diaphanous. Darkness, on the other hand, is the 
privation (crépnows) of light—the absence from the dia- 
phanous of that state which when present in it is light. 
Light is a presence, and therefore those are wrong 
who like Empedocles suppose it to move locally, and 
come by a process unperceived by us through successive 
places from the sun to the earth. Reason and observation 
are both opposed to this view. If, indeed, the interval said 
to be thus traversed were a short one, light, if it moved, 
might traverse it without our perceiving the lapse of time 
it took; but not so when the intervening distance is so 

? Gri éori ris iors evumapxovea 7 adri ev TovtoLs duorépots Kal €v TO 
didio TO ave copatt, This cépa belongs to the region extending from 
the djp to the moon and thence upwards to the empyrean in ever 
increasing brightness and purity. Cf. Meteor. i. 3. 340° 6 76 pév yap ave 
Péxpt oeAjyns (the ‘upper region’ viewed downwards as far as the moon) 
Erepov eivar cpa apev mupds te Kal dépos (Ideler, i. p. 344), de Cael. 
286° 11, and the notes of Trendelenburg and Wallace on ae An. ad loc. 

* ote rip ov8 ddrws capa 08 droppory cdparos ovderds, directed against 
Plato, 77m. 67D. 


3 ha | , \ , > a - 
Tupos 7) TotovTov Tivos Tapovaia ev TS Stadavet. 
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great as that of East from West}. Hence vision is perfect 
at any instant and involves no temporal process *. 
§ 35. Light has been defined as the colour of the dia--The dia- 


sre A < A hb i 
phanous, incidentally * belonging to it, and depending on hepicee: 


the presence in it of something of the nature of fire. The pune 
oun 


presence of this in the diaphanous 7s light ; the privation of explains « 


. + as . Se . their 
it, darkness. This diaphanous is something not peculiar to (yo. Py- 


air or water or any of the bodies called diaphanous or ‘trans- thagorean 


parent, but is a kind of universally diffused natural power 4 pee 


not capable of existence apart from body ® but subsisting in pe as= 
° ° . . . c rncies. 
the things mentioned, and in all other bodies, in varying ES 


degrees. As the bodies in which it subsists have an external Wo defiat 


limit or superficies, so has this also its external bounding sur- colour. 
face. Light subsists in the diaphanous generally, when the 
latter is actualized, and is as it were, indirectly, its colour ® ; 
and so too the exterior boundary of the actualized diapha- 
nous in determinate bodies is their colour, as observation 
shows. It is the diaphanous in bodies, then, that causes them 
to have this quality of colour. In all bodies colour either zs 
the limiting surface, or zs az this surface. The Pythagoreans’ 
chose the former alternative,and defined the surface of a body 
—its external manifestation’—as its colour (xpord). But they 
were wrong. Thecolour, though a¢ the superficial boundary® 
of a body, is not zdentical with the boundary of the body 
as such, but rather with the exterior limit or boundary 


1 For this polemic against Empedocles (in which, says R. Bacon, 
A. only contends that light is not a body, not that it does not travel) 
see further 446% 26. Galen, de Plac. Hipp. et Plat. § 638, agrees with 
Arist. here, dp0érara kai mpos Apiotorédovs elpntrat mepi te THs mapaxphua 
peraBorjs Tay ovraws dAdAoLovpevar, os KivSuvEevey Gypovoy eivat. 

2 Eth, Nic. 1174 14, » 12. 

3 For what follows see Arist. 439? 18 seqq. 

* xown tts pvots kat Sivayus. One thinks of the ‘luminiferous ether.’ 

5 Ywpiori mev ovk éoTt. 

5 rd pas eort xpSpua Tod Scaavods kara cvpBeBnkds 439° 18: cf. 418? 11. 

7 Cf. 131» 32 gorat yap Kata Toro Kahés Keipevoy 7d idiov" otoy erel 6 
Oépevos emispaveias Wtoy 5 mporov Kéxpworat kré. The colour is there- 
fore the property, or essential mark, of the surface of a body. But as 
every surface has colour and every determinate body has surface, every 
such body has colour. Void space has no colour, Phys. 214° 9, 

9 


Ais , > + a 0 , 
emupaveia, €v T® TOV T@MaTOS TEpaTi, 


Colour a 
genus; its 
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of the diaphanous, which permeates the whole body from 
surface to centre, and which, az the surface, takes the aspect 
of colour. Even the indeterminate diaphanous of air and 
water has colour, viz. the lustre (adyy) or brightness which 
they exhibit. In them indeed, owing to their indeterminate- 
ness!, the colour varies according to the variation in the 
beholder’s standpoint or distance. Thus we explain the 
ever changing hues of sea or sky. But determinately bounded 
body has a fixed colour and the impression of colour 
() pavracla tis xpdas) which it conveys is fixed, viewed 
from whatever standpoint ; unless, indeed, something in the 
environment of the object, i.e. in the air or water through 
which it is seen, causes it to change its apparent colour. 
In both cases, in bodies with determinately bounded surfaces, 
and in the others, such as sea and sky, whose surfaces are 
not so bounded, the vehicle of colour is the same ?, viz. the 
diaphanous. Accordingly, we may define colour as ¢he 
surface limit of the diaphanous in determinately bounded 
body*, This second definition of colour is quite consistent 
with that already quoted (p. 57),as that which stimulates the 
actualized diaphanous between the object and the eye. The 
latter, however, defines colour in relation to vision and to 
the medium of vision; the former defines it conceived as it 
exists in objects prior to vision. The diaphanous is for 
the one definition regarded as the medium whereby colour- 
stimulation is conveyed to the eye; for the other, it is the 
vehicle which in bodies at once constitutes and contains 
colour. . 

§ 36. Colour is a genus of which the different colours are 


? Prantl, epi Xpwp. p. 96, refers the words év dopicrm ro diahavei 
(439% 26) to the gwalitative indeterminateness of air or water. The 
reference is rather to the indeterminateness of their boundaries. The 
boundary of water is not fixed, but liable to constant fluctuation: that 
of air is still more indefinite. The relation of xpod and émedveca is 
one of the cardinal facts in the colour-theory of Aristotle. Hence, 
though it is true that the Sapavés, to be a faithful medium for all 
colours, must itself have none (unless the aA\drpioy xpapa called das), 
this is not to the point here. 

2 70 aitd Kdxei xavOdbe Sexrixdv ris xpdas. 


ae 2 i af : bees 
Xp@pa dy ein rd rod Siahavois ey copart opiopevp Tépas. 
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species*. It is a quality, and hence has no existence apart species 
from a substratum of which it may be called an affection ee 


(7a@0s). Asa rule, Aristotle would apply the general term tation Hue 
, : “ t t 
motdtns to the permanent colour, while to the transitory (as eae ee 
redness in blushing) he would give the name ad0os or penn ali 
. " . at are discrete, 
ma@ntixy movdrns 7. Yet he can speak of a// sensible qualities, not con- 
including colour, aS Ta ma@jpata Ta aicOnrd in reference Lene 
to their substrates*. There are seven distinct species of and (é) that 


; ; ; h ai- 
colour‘, viz. white, black, golden-yellow (£av0sv), crimson vonriv lies 


(powixody), violet (adoupydv), leek-green (xpaowov), deep-blue between 
a , : évayTia 
(xvavovv). If grey (pay) be regarded as a species of black which limit 


and golden-yellow as a species of white, the species are it, Those 
who repre- 


reduced to szx. If, on the other hand, grey and golden- sent the 


yellow be counted separately, the species are increased to “Petits of 


eight. The limitation of colour to a certain number of oes 
. ° . . $ emo- 
species (ely) arises from a cause affecting all sensibles ¢ritus and 


(alcOnra). Every aic@nrév is a genus with species lying ety 


between extremes which are contraries®. Oztside these con- Colour 


. : .. inheres in 
trary extremes there are no colours. /wside them the species Jota. 


are limited by them as boundaries. Nor can we by dividing tum, which 
and subdividing the scale between these fixed extremes get indnent 


an infinite number of colours. Their proper division is ripen 
€ succes- 


specific, since an aic@nrév is a discrete, not a continuous quan- sion of 


tity, what continuity it has being merely that of its substrate. erate 


A line or other continuous péye0os is properly divisible into Yet only 
. . ° : t — 
an infinite number of unequal parts: a genus, being discrete pag 


quantity, is divisible only into species which are finite in Eropey 
5 : 9020 - speaking, 
number. But if we try, by zmproper division (i.e. by the cuaiees 


division of the substrate in which the aic@nrdv inheres), 


1 1o9* 36, 227 6. 

2 Cf. 8> 25-104 24: moudrns is fourfold (1) eéts or didbeors (the former 
being the more, the latter the less permanent state), (2) dca xara 
Sivapuy (xa & runrixods  byrervods Eyouer), (3) maOnrixal modtyres Kal 
man, (4) oxnpa Te Kai 7 rept Exacroy poppy. 

* 445° 4 seqq. 

4 442" 20. The view of Alexander is that we should read either ¢€ 
(so Susemihl) or éxro. Cf., however, Theophr. de Causs. Pl. VI, iv. 1. 

5 To the class of ra dvrixeiweva belong (1) relatives (ra mpés rt), (2) con- 
traries (ra évavria), (3) arépnow and eééts, (4) assertion and negation 
(xarapaors and andépacis), Cat. 11° 17-19. 
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to get an infinity of such aic@nrd, we fail, for the following 
reason. One does not by halving a white object get a 
half-white: each half is as white as the whole. If, however, 
we go on subdividing, we do reach a point where the colour 
is no longer perceptible actually ; a point at which it is only 
potentially perceptible. This, however, does not alter the 
colour. For if the potentially perceptible magnitudes thus 
produced by subdivision be re-aggregated, they again form 
actual white. We have reached no new colour. Therefore 
by no process of subdivision of this kind can we increase 
the number of colours. It is not by the division of their 
substrates, but by the discrimination due to the eye, that 
the parts of colour are distinguished. Democritus and 
Plato (to whom Aristotle seems here to refer) were, therefore, 
wrong in teaching that the &zzds of colour are infinitely 
variable. They are a limited number of species—limited 
by the bounding extremes between which they fall; their 
quality is not changed by their being reduced to mere 
potentiality by subdivision of their substratum’. There 
can be no species outside the limits of the black and 
white; and within these limits the species that the eye 
distinguishes are limited: nor can any one species be 
divided into subspecies by mere division of the sub- 
stratum in which it inheres*. If one of the contraries, 
white or black, is actual in the sudstrate, the other cannot 
be present at the same time, but may be so at a different 
time; i.e. one of the two is potentially present when the 
other is actually so. The possibility of change (ueraBodn) 
in a substance from one contrary quality to another is 
axiomatic for Aristotle. This change in the case of colour 


1 As Prantl (epi Xpop., p. 113) puts it: ‘Die Mischung nun ist bei 
Aristoteles Ursache einer endlichen Zahl von Farben, und zwar einer 
endlichen darum, weil das zwischen den Gegensatzen Eingeschlossene 
nicht an sich ein continuirliches ist, und nicht bloss potenziell sondern 
auch actuell Gefiihlsobject sein muss.’ 

? But xivnois is infinitely divisible, and the process of peraBodn from 
black to white or from white to black would seem infinite in gradations 
according to the amounts of ingredients used; which is what Plato 
and Democritus had in mind, 
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is d\Aolwots?. The transition from mere potentiality of 
blackness (i.e. from white) to actuality of blackness is 
effected through successive degrees which run through the 
species of colour. The substrate wherein these degrees 
of colour and their extremes inhere is ove”. Properly 
speaking this substrate is what is changed (d4AAovovrat) in 
respect of its colour. In this the colours alternate, i.e. give 
place one to another. Thus the psychology of colour takes 
us into the domain of physics. As there can be no colour 
without body, so there can be no body without colour. 

§ 37. Colour is not for Aristotle, as for Democritus, Colour 
something purely subjective °. If it depends upon the eye, 4°. ior 


Aristotle, 
it depends also upon the object. Actual colour consists in as for 


the concurrent realization of the potentialities of these two. Sane ‘ 
Aristotle finds no word corresponding to épacis (actual abr: 
seeing) which would express ‘coloration’ or the ‘ actualiza- subjective. 
tion of colour.’ The alc@nrixdv, or potentiality of perceiving, 

realizes itself in afo@no.s: the alcOynrév, or potentiality of 

being perceived, realizes itself in moltnots alcOjoews, for which 

as regards colour there is no one word*. The coloured 

thing, as object in nature, prior to its being seen, is gua 

visible, only a potentiality of coloration: in the act of vision 

it is the évépyea of this. But as potentiality it exists and 

has its place in nature apart from any visual act. Colour, 

as apprehended by the seeing eye, stands to the object 

while yet unseen as évreAéyeta (or évépyera) to d¥vayis. The 
perception of colour is the realization of the faculty: the 

xpGua as perceived is the realization of the dvuvduer dpardy. 

But xpépua in the object, even when not yet perceived, 

exists dvvdye, What effects the transition from potentiality 


1 There are four kinds ot peraBodrn: (1) adfn, Plots (Kara rd roady), 
(2) popd (xara rérov), (3) GAAoiwors (kara 1d motdy), (4) yeveots, POopa : 
vide 319” 31 seqq. 

2 217% 22-5 vAy pla Tay evaytioy ... kal ov XwptoTn pev 1) VAD. 

3 426° 17 of mpdrepor puaroddyot rotTo od Karas Edeyor ovbey oidpevor 
ovre Aevkoy ore peéday elvat dvev Tis Seas . . . TH pev yap ereyo 6pdas, 
tH 8 ovk dpOas. 

‘ That is, Aristotle misses a word corresponding to dpacis as 
Wogpnots corresponds to dxovois: cf. de An. ili. 425” 31 seqq. 
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to actuality (both between dpardy and xpéua, as seen, and 
between 1d dparixdy and 8pacts) is the xivnows through the 
diaphanous medium starting from the dparév and affecting 
ro dparixdy, or 4} dys. It is light that at once transforms 
the potential colour to actuality, and the potentially seeing 
to an actually seeing eye! 
Phosphor- § 38. Certain objects of vision? different from colour, 
rere and not seen in the light, have been already (§ 33 supra) 
only seen mentioned *. These are perceived only in darkness; they 
ar are not grouped under one class-name, but consist of 
La Hea such things as the sepia of the cuttle-fish, fungus, pieces 
Pe the in- of horn, heads, scales, and eyes of fishes, and so on. In 
he Fire none of these, when seen in the dark, is a colour, properly 
as object so-called, visible. All these things possess in common 
SEAR 4g quality of smoothness (Aedrys) and have the natural 
property, therefore, of skzzzmg in the dark, yet without 
giving light. Among such phenomena Aristotle (knowing 
nothing of the properties of the optic nerve or retina) 
includes the flash seen within the eye when moved rapidly, 
or struck, when it is closed or in darkness. This flash is, 
he says, due to the ‘smoothness’ of the pupil and its con- 
sequent power of shining in the dark. A quick movement, 
he thinks, makes the eye to duplicate itself, so to speak, and 
thus to become both observed and observer, when the latter, 
the percipient, sees the shining of the former, the object per- 
ceived *. Fire, also, is an object of vision and visible even in 
darkness®. The fiery element which ordinarily stimulates 
the potential dzaphanous to actuality (i.e. produces day- 
light), described shortly by Aristotle as of the same nature 
with the celestial bodies, is'‘not identical with our ordinary 


fire®, It is probably (see p. 58, n. 1) identical with the 


1 430% 17 tpdmov yap twa kai To das more Ta Suvduer bvta xpopara 
€vepyeia xpopara: where vois is, in the manner of Plato (Rep. 507 E seqq.), 
illustrated by das. 

* Known to us as phosphorescent. They are ‘fiery’ in their nature : 
€v TO oxdtet Tore aigOnoty, olov Ta Tupsdy Pawwdpeva Kal Adprrovra. 

* 419* 2, 437” 6, * 437* 31. 

* 419 23-5. 


6 \ 4 tas 7 , ee b 
TO dY@® OWA ETEPOV TUPOS TE Kal depos 340 6. 
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alénp, the (afterwards so-called) méurrov cro.yeiov, or méuntn 
ovofa. This fiery element, in its effect upon the diaphanous 
medium, is the originative cause of colour. 


§ 39. As regards the four ordinary elements : The 
(2) Fire—the hot and dry—is distinctively (i.e. in its oe 
Jinest form) white?. elements, 


(4) Air—the hot and moist—is also white, a quality 
which it probably owes to its affinity with fire”. 

(c) Water—the moist and cold—is dlack, since it is 
without the fiery element which actualizes the potential 
diaphanous. From its smoothness, however, it has the 
power of ‘shining,’ and also of reflecting and refracting 
light-rays (both of which processes come for Aristotle 
under the head of dvdxAaors). 

(d) Earth—the cold and dry—has neither the Aedrys of 
water, nor the heat of fire and air. It is, therefore, the utter 
negative of white colour’. Throughout these elements in 
their relations to colour the opposition of és and orépnais 
prevails, as it does in the colour scale itself. In the latter 
the positive, or &.s, is the white; the orépyous, the black. 

In the elements relatively to colour the &£is is ré zvp, or, 
strictly, 70 ofov rd dvw cGua; the privation, or orépnois, is 
yn. In thus holding that black is the colour of water and 
white of fire Aristotle is quite orthodox: the same view 
was held by Anaxagoras and Empedocles. 
§ 40. Reflexion (dvdxAacis) is an important mode of the Reflexion 
: ou of light : 
production of colours, requiring separate treatment. The 5.27 ray 
presupposition of reflexion is the straightness of the light-ray. proceeds in 


é : traight 
Aristotle predicates straightness of the ray proceeding to or eet 2 all 


1 We must, however, for Aristotle (134> 28) as also for Plato dis- 
tinguish under ‘fire’ three things: dvOpag (glow) kai prdé (flame) 
kat pas (4éght), This last is rd Nerropepéoraroy trod mupds. "Anp dia- 
patvopevos Aevkdrnra moet, 786" 6. But padtora... wip 1) PAdE, avrn S 
€ort Kavos Kutdpevos, 331» 25. The colour called rupadns is opposed to 
white: Aevkds GAN od mupwdns, ‘white, not fire-coloured,’ is said of 
HAtos, 341% 36. 

2 6 dnp mpos radda mip, 466° 24. 

§ In the un-Aristotelean tract Iept Xpwpdrey fire is spoken of as light 
yellow, while all the other elements are named white. 


BEARE F 
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from the eye}, and assumes it of all other rays’, All 
phenomena of illumination, by fire or light, are explained 
by the reflexion of light—a matter of which the ancients 
were very ignorant*. Reflexion is always and everywhere 
taking place. If it were not so we should not, as at 
present, have universal illumination: we should have only 
a bright spot where the sun’s rays fell unimpeded, while, 
in the rest of the space before us, there would be total 
darkness*, The smooth is the cause of reflexion (as it 
is also an essential cause or condition of whiteness), which 
therefore regularly occurs in watery and in adr (if the latter 
has any consistency)*. If the water of the sea be struck, 
e.g. with an oar, at night, it appears to shine and sparkle. 
We cannot see this in the daytime, when the stronger light of 
the sun effaces it. This is a phenomenon of reflexion. The 
visual ray is reflected from the water upon some (smooth, 
and hence) bright surface ® which returns it to the eye. 

In such a smooth element a continuous mirror can be 
formed whose elementary parts (particles of air, or water 
drops) are so small that only colour, or the gleam of light, 
but not the form of things, can be reflected in them. Thus 
the visual ray is reflected from the cloud to the sun. So 
the rainbow is seen’. That in all this Aristotle by dyes 


1 He was compelled, in spite of his own theory of vision, to employ 
the term éys (which he found in vogue for visual-ray) in such a manner 
as to seem to commit himself to the view that the eye sees by rays 
issuing from a native fire within it. For his optical mathematics, 
373% 5-18, this does not matter: he corrects what he thinks wrong 
in it, when he deals with the subject of vision and with dws in its 
psychological sense. 

? Prantl, p. 118, 656° 29 7 8 dys eds TO eumpoobev’ Spa yap Kar’ 
evOvepiay. 

* 370° 16, 438 9. 

* 419° 29 rd pas del dvakdGrat, ovde yap dy éylyvero mdavtn pds, adda 
axdtos €&@ Tod nAt@pévor. 

5 372% 29 7 OWus avaxNGrat domep kal ad’ Vdaros ovTw Kal amd dépos Kal 
mavtav TY exdvT@y THY emupdveray eiav: 372” 15 yiverat 7) dvdkdaors TIS 
deos guvcTapéevou Tov dépos. 

° 3707 17 haiverar yap 70 Vdop oridBew tumrépevoy dvakdoperns am 
avTov THs O\yews mpds Te TOY Aapmpar. 

7 373% 18 seqq. ro vepos ad’ ob dvakAarat 7 dyes mpds Tov FAtov® Sei S€ 
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means the ray of light per se, not as something belonging 
either to the object or to the eye exclusively, appears 
when he tells us that it makes no difference whether 
it is the object seen, or the visual agency that changes?. 
Every case of reflexion is conceived as a weakening, and 
to that extent a megation, of the action of the light-ray; 
and hence it is reflexion that produces the black, which 
then, mingled with the light, produces colours ?. 

To this weakening of the ray is ascribed the curious The phe- 
phenomenon of the Doppelganger *, as when a person sees (rthe 
his own image reflected from the air in his vicinity. By this, Dopse/- 
too, is explained the halo that forms around lamp-burners eee 


alight, the darkened appearance of clouds when seen Kficxion. 
: . . enexion a 
reflected in pools of water, &c. The mixture of the light source of 


with the darkness of the mirroring surface, as well as the es 
weakening of the ray by or in reflexion, is a cause of from 
the various gradations of colour. Colour effects in the Hie 
atmosphere, and especially halos and rainbows, are explained tainbow 
by Aristotle in accordance with these observations*. In eee 
the three grades of weakening of the rays of light (or of 
their mixture with the darker element of the mirror) con- 

sist the three colours of the rainbow, crimson (go.vikodr), 
leek-green (zpdouvov), and violet (GAovpyév). The iris that 

forms round lamps is to be explained on similar principles ; 

also the rainbow colours seen in a cloud of spray thrown 

up, e.g. by an oar®. It would not be relevant here to 

follow Aristotle into all the bearings in which he discusses 

this subject ; but he pursues it in its connexion with various 


kinds of matter organic and inorganic: the various classes 


voeiy guvexy Ta évortpa, GAAd Sta pexpdétyTa KTA,: 372" 33 Seqq. Tay 
évérrpoyv év eviows pev Kal Tra TXNpaTA €upaiverat, ev Evins Se Ta Xpopata 
povoy: 373° 15 seqq. 

1 374> 22 Siadéper 8 otGev 1d dpdpevoy peraBddrew 7 Thy sry, 
apporépos yap ora tadrév: and 377° 11 diahéper yap odev dia rovovrwy 
dpav 7) ard ToLoOvT@Y avakAwperny. 

2 373> 1 yiverar de () dvdkdagts) ard pev dépos Stay Tixn TUTTdpEvos* 
bia S€ ry ths brews dobeveray moAAdKis Kal dvev GvoTdTEws TroLEt ayd- 
khaow, 5 373> 4 seqq. 

* 342" 34 seqq., 377° 34 seqd ° 374* 29 seqq. 
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of plants and animals, their colours at succeeding stages of 
existence or development: the colour of hair, feathers, saps 
of plants, &c.? 

§ 41. Such is Aristotle’s account of colour zz general, 
and of the diaphanous as its vehicle in determinate bodies. 
He also gives an account of particular colours, and sets 
forth and compares the possible, or conceivable, modes of 
their generation in nature. It has been already stated ? 
that the presence of a certain fire-like element, identical 
in principle with the celestial body, is the cause of light 
in the diaphanous, e.g. in the atmosphere, by day. The 
total or partial absence of this is darkness, as in the 
same diaphanous by night. Now in determinate bodies, 
in all of which the diaphanous inheres or resides in varying 
degrees *, and whose colour (as already explained) is the 
limit of this diaphanous coinciding with their geometrical 
surface, we may assume something corresponding to the 
presence and absence of the fiery element, with consequent 
variations in the aspect of the bodies. Its total absence 
means darkness in the atmosphere, d/ackness in a deter- 
minate body. In the atmosphere its full presence is 
daylight, in a determinate body, it means whzteness. Thus 
in determinate bodies blackness is privation of whiteness. 
Again, what its geometrical superficies is to the solid body, 
its colour is to the whole diaphanous element inherent in 
and conterminous with such body*. The degree in which 
this diaphanous is actualized in a determinate body con- 
stitutes in this body such colour as it possesses ®. 


1 In what precedes Prantl’s exhaustive account of Aristotle’s Far- 
benlehre has been used. Those who wish to see set forth in detail 
all that Aristotle has said on the subject of colour may read Prantl’s 
Prolegomena to the Tepi Xpwpdrov. 

* For what follows cf. Arist. 439” 18 seqq. 

° imdpxet S€ waddov Kal frrov ev mace. 

“ So Alex. Aphr. ’Azop. x. Avo. i. 2, p. § (Bruns). 

® Aristotle (like Plato) speaks of white as ypSua Staxperixdy tis 
dveos, black as xp. cuykpitixdy ris dyews: Met. 10578... olov et rd 
Aevkov kai pédav évartia, gore b€ Td pev Scakpirixdy xpOpa, To d€ cvyKperiKdy 


xpGpa. Cf. also Top. 119% 30. 
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§ 42. Thus black and white are contraries within the Black and 


one genus or sensory province of colour. All sensory Pie the 
modalities involve contraries in this way. From these the genus 


. e 2 colour, 
two contraries the other colours are to be explained re. ssnuoes 


The transition from white to black is possible through transition 
between 


continuous degrees of privation: that from white to black these 


is likewise possible by an ascending scale in the positive 77°" 


direction. The various colours are species which fall various 
; - col 
between the two contraries, and are generated of certain ecies 


combinations of these *. It is an axiom with Aristotle that generated 
° : y com- 
nothing acts on or is acted upon by any casual thing, pinations of 


nor is anything generated by any other thing caswally black and 


(ro ruxdv bd Tod TvxdyTos). White is generated from what Three 


is not white, yet not from every not-white, but only from pe 


either black, or the intermediate colours. Everything tions obthe 
that is generated, and everything that is destroyed, passes jntermedi- 


from its contrary or to its contrary, or to the intervening € colours. 
states. These intervening states again are generated from 
the contraries, as colours from the white and the black. 
In the province of colour, if we are to pass from white to 
black, we must come first to crimson (fowixody ) and grey 
(paidv). The successive stages, too, in either direction mark 
grades of contrariety. The intervening parts of the scale 
serve for relative extremes, hence change can start from 
any intermediate stage. An intermediate can serve as 


1 Cf. Bonitz, Wet. Arist., pp. 430-4; Arist. de Sens. 442” 17. 

2 Cf. De Sens. iii. (Aristotle’s official Farbenlehre), also Phys. i. 5. 
188% 3-188» 21; Met. 1057923; Prantl, Avss¢. [epi Xpwp., p. 109 seqq. 

5 The placing of black and white in the colour scale, and assuming 
that the colours of the spectrum lie between these as extremes, with 
the implicit confusion between /uminosity and colour, strikes one 
immediately on reading this. We need not criticize it here, however, 
but we may observe that Goethe held fast to Aristotle’s view. A 
further criticism (or aspect of the same criticism) is that Aristotle 
sometimes (not always: cf. 374? 13 1d péAav olov amdpacis éatw,) 
treats black like white as a fositive. It is not, however, necessary 
for him to assume this. His theories of mixture can be understood 
well enough on the assumption of the negativity of the black: the 
addition of a black ingredient need be regarded as no more than the 
subtraction of a certain amount of whiteness. The term ‘mixture,’ 
indeed, is awkward, but that is all. See p. 74 z#/ra, n. 5. 
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a contrary to either extreme. Thus grey is white as 
compared with black, black as compared with white !. 

The origin of the intermediate colours may be sought 
for along three different lines. 

(a) The Atomic theory of colour, or the theory of atomic 
juxtaposition (h map’ GAAnda Oéors). It is conceivable, e.g. 
that two particles, one of white and one of black, so small 
as to be separately invisible, should when placed side by 
side become visible in combination, as a composite whole ; 
and that it is by juxtaposition (on the same plane relatively 
to the eye) that the existing varieties of intermediate 
colours are really produced in nature. For if a white and 
a black are so juxtaposed, and are visible, some colour 
must result; and as this colour cannot be either white 
or black, it must form some third species of colour. The 
colours thus produced may vary in ways as numerous 
as the possible proportions of whites and blacks in such 
combinations. For instance, three particles of white might 
be juxtaposed with two, or four, of black; and so on. 
Or the combinations might be formed not in numerically 
expressible ratios of this sort, but according to some scale 
of excess or defect by which the component amounts 
would stand in no calculable ratio to one another, i.e. in 
none which could be represented in integral numbers, but 
could only be expressed by a surd. In fact, it is conceiv- 
able that the composition of colours may be to some 
extent analogous to that of tones in chords?. The particular 
colours formed of components brought together in ratios 
capable of expression by integral numbers, like tones 

1 224° 30 ek S€ rod peragd peraBdddet ypirar yap att ws évartio svre 
mpos éxdtepov, and 229) 14 as évartio yap xpiratt@ peraéd 1) Kuno... 
TO yap pécov mpos éxdtepoy héyerai mas trav akpwr. The middle grades 
properly have, owing to their relativity, no contraries: cf. 10> 16 ro 
yap TUpPPe f} OXp@ fj tais rovavrats xpotais oddev evaytioy mo.ois ovat. One 
may ask: if kivnows be infinitely divisible (see 240° 8 seqq.), and the 
process from one contrary in colour to the other be as above described, 


a kivyats, why there is not an infinite number of colours. For Aristotle’s 


answer, cf. 445> 3-446% 20. But he only denied an infinity of colour 
Spectes. 


* For 440% 3 cf. von Jan, Mus. Scr. Gr., pp. 47 n. and 132. 
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similarly combined in chords, may be those colours which 
are generally felt as pleasing to the eye, such as purple 
and crimson ; and if such are comparatively few amid the 
whole multitude of existing colours, this may be so for just 
the same reason for which harmonious sounds also are few 
among the possible combinations of sounds. Non-pleasing 
colours may be those not founded on numerical ratios. 
Or, if one supposes that all composition of colours has 
a numerical basis, only that while some colours are arranged 
in a certain order, others are in no certain order, it is con- 
ceivable that the compounds themselves, whenever they are 
not ‘pure’ (47) kaBapat), owe this to the fact that the numbers 
on which they rest are not ‘pure’!. This, then, is one con- 
ceivable mode of the production of the intermediate colours. 


1 440% 3-5 } Kai maoas tas xpdas év apiOpois .. . did Td pr €v apiOpois 
elvat Totavras ylyverba. If rovavras here goes with yiyveoOa, to avoid 
contradiction, ¢v dp.:Opuois at the close of the sentence must mean some- 
thing different from what it means in the first part. Biehl suggests 
inserting rois avroits before it in its second occurrence; C. Bitterauf, 
Dissertatio Inauguralis (Monachii 1900), p. 21, thought of reading 
evAoyioros after it. This of course is the direction in which one 
would look for the general sense. The second hypothesis is one such 
as a Pythagorean, who held that all things ave, or ave modelled on, 
numbers, would adopt. Even for him, however, there should, according 
to Aristotle, be a distinction between numbers which are expressible 
in integral units and those not expressible otherwise than as surds. 
Arithmetic was based on geometry; the original unit was a line of 
a certain length, e. g. a foot long: or else a power of this, e. g. a square 
foot, or a cubic foot. The idea of an abstract unit, the foundation 
of the science of monadic number, or arithmetic proper, came later. 
Both views of number presented themselves to the popular mind, even 
as late as Aristotle. Thus all composition of blacks and whites might 
be based on dptOpoi, but in two ways. The dpi6pyoi might be such as 
are expressed in monadic units ; as if we were to have e.g. three times 
as many blacks as whites in the mixture; or the ap:Ouoi might be 
incapable of representation monadically, as if e.g. blacks were to be 
represented by the square root of 2 and whites by the square root of 3. 
In this latter case, /2 and V 3 being unattainable, we could not reach 
the monadic ratio of the blacks to the whites. Such may be the 
difference between év dp:Oyois in the two places here. We may, to 
make the text more lucid, adopt either of the above suggested readings, 
or before rotairas insert rovovras, taking it, in reference to ap:Opoi, to 
mean numbers and ratios expressible in monadic units, and assuming 
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(5) We have called the first mode that of juxtaposition 
of the separately invisible blacks and whites; the second 
mode may be called that of the superposition (n émind- 
Aaows) of black and white. Painters sometimes lay one 
surface of colour over another for the purpose of producing 
a particular colour effect. For instance, when they wish to 
represent an object as submerged in water, or as seen 
through a hazy atmosphere, they paint a duller colour 
over the brighter, in order to obtain the required effect. 
Thus too, in nature, the sun, which fer se is white, shows 
crimson when shining through a misty or smoky atmo- 
sphere. By such superposition, then, nature’s colours may 
have been produced. If this be so, their varieties can 
be explained in the same way as in the case of atomic 
juxtaposition, according, that is, to the various ratios, or 
irrationality, of the proportions in which the surface 
colours are combined with those beneath. This second 


it to have been lost before rovavras as it might easily have been. See 
Plato, Theaetet. 147 D-E (L. Campbell) ; also Arist. M7e¢. xii. 6. 1080? 
16-20 (Bonitz), But what does reraypévas ...dtdxrovs mean? Alex- 
ander (p. 54, Wendland) says that the draxro: xpdat arise (according to 
the reasoning here) not by zxcommensurableness in the excess of blacks 
above whites or vice versa (ov« év rH ris tmepoxns dovpperpia), but by 
disorder (cf. Prool. xix. 38; von Jan, of. ciz., p. 47n.) in the way in which 
they are juxtaposed (ev ry trys mapabécews drakia). We may juxtapose 
10 blacks beside 5 whites in many ways; and though the ratio of 10: 5 
held good for all, yet the colours would be different according to the 
mode of rapdOects. ‘ By uy xadapai Aristotle (says Alexander) must mean 
juxtapositions of [i.e. colours based on juxtapositions of] unlike parts. 
The juxtaposition would be xaéapa, if.e. g. beside every two whites one 
black were to come throughout; it would be 7 xaOapd if we had one 
black sometimes with two, sometimes with three, whites, and some- 
times with one white.’ This imports a different idea, by which from 
a partly Pythagorean we pass to a merely atomistic explanation of the 
‘impurity’ of colours. For Democritus, sensible qualities all rest on 
diabtyn, puopds, tpomn, i.e. rakis, cxjpa, Oéors. The ratio of the total 
numbers of blacks to whites may remain, but the order in which 
the units are brought into juxtaposition may nevertheless vary, with 
consequent variation in the aesthetic character—the ‘ purity ’—of the 
xpéa. Thus, even when the xpdat were éy dpiOpois eddoyicros they 
might still be ‘impure,’ if they were draxro.. This sense can be 
obtained without changing the text, if we are content to take ro:avras 
(=reraypevas) with eivar, and render yiyverOa as simply =‘are produced. 
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theory is preferable to the first, says Aristotle, for it does 

not require us to assume the invisible magnitudes and 
imperceptible intervals of time which the first requires, 

in order that the successive and diverse stimulations coming 

to the eye from the blacks and whites severally should 

reach us without our recognizing their diversity or 
succession, and should, from their presenting themselves, 

or seeming to present themselves, simultaneously, create 

in our minds the impression of their being one single colour 

only. In the second case we have not to do with invisibly 

small units: we have a surface of actually visible colour, 

with another below showing through it; and the xwoes 

of both are from the first combined in their effect on 

the medium. The surface colour would not, of course, 
affect the medium, and so stimulate the sense of sight, 

in the same way when acting fer se as it would when 
modified by the other colour underlying it’. Hence, with 
a white surface, for example, showing through a black, 

the colour seen will be different from either white or black. 

§ 43. (c) Neither of these two theories is, however, in (c) Aris- 
Aristotle’s opinion satisfactory. Both assume a mere sonueeee 
combination of the xiwyoes of blacks and whites, not the matter 
a xpaots of the droxeluevoy, or matter, of which the black gage 
and white are qualities. He states a third which he white are 
is eae P qualities is 
himself adopts. This is the theory of the complete blending® blended, 
of the coloured bodies with consequent blending of their eee 
qualities. For bodies are not mixed in nature as some ® are 
think, by a juxtaposition of their least parts, whose >!ended. 
infinitesimal size renders them separately imperceptible to 
an observer; but in such a way that they undergo, both in 
matter and form, a process of complete and absolute mutual 
interpenetration. When the things said to be mixed are still 


preserved in small quantities having their former qualities, 


1 440% 24 7d émemodhs xp@pa axivnroy bv Kal Kwotpevoy bd Tov broxet- 
pévov ovx Opoiay momnoe THY Kivnow, 

2 440° 3h mdvrn mdvras peitis. Cf. 11 r@ mavrp pepetxOar, 

5 The difficulty of referring this, as Alexander (p. 56, Wendland) does, 
to the atomists, is that according to them the atoms have zo colour. 
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we ought not to call such a process mixture. It may be a 
composition (cdvOeoxs), but neither a mixing (yetéis) nor 
a blending (xpaois). When things are mixed, then all the 
parts in the new whole are homogeneous". Ina true mixture, 
as of colours, the contraries tend to efface one another’s 
identity 2. If the former (i. e. ovyeous) were nature’s mode 
of mixing, it is always conceivable that an eye of Lyncean 
keenness °, if properly placed, would still detect the elements 
in the mixture, whose constituents would be really blended 
in no other way than horses and men are blended when 
a crowd of both come together: for this crowd might, to 
a person at a distance, seem but one mass, if too far off 
for the individuals composing it to be discerned *. But such 
mixture is not absolute. The horses and men are, indeed, 
juxtaposed, but no individual is mixed with any other 
individual: each horse and each man retains its or his 
separate entity. The mode of mixture which in nature 
gives rise to the variety of colours is not this, but one 
in which no individual part of the compound retains its 
former qualities unmodified. When things are materially 
mixed in this way, their colours too are blended. Only 
such blending—not mere juxtaposition or superposition— 
can produce colours which cannot be eves. conceived as 


varying in appearance according as the observer is far 
or near, but will retain a constant characier at al! distances 
alike. In this case, moreover, as in th= two former, we 


may suppose the elements in the compounds of biack and 
white to be combined in any of the various ways there 
described; that is to say, some in numericaily definable 
ratios, others in degrees which are not expressibie in 
integral numbers °, 

1 3288 5 seqq. papev 8’, etrep dei pepetxOal ri, rd weryOev Spoopepés evar. 
447% 20 apavitety GdAnAa. 
Aristotle’s hypothetical equivalent for our microscope. 
Cf. Lucretius, il. 312-32. 
The tract Tept Xpwpdrwv, ch. 3, gives a different account of the 
origin of the various colours. Mixture of primary colours is indeed 
a leading mode of their production, and their variety is made to depend 
on the varied proportions in which the ingredients are combined. But 
the primary colours are in this tract not the white and d/ack only: to 


2 
3 
4 
5 
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§ 44. The colour called grey (gaidv) is sometimes spoken Remarks 


of by Aristotle as if it stood mid-scale between black and ° the 
particular 


white: but? it is also referred to as relatively a kind of black. colours: 


Golden-yellow also is represented as falling under white ?, Poee 


to which it is allied as the succulent (16 Avrapdv) is to the yellow, 
red, purple, 


sweet (76 yAvxv) in the sphere of taste. Red is the colour green, 


produced by light streaming through black, as when the ee Ai 


sun shines through smoke or through a fog*. Purple account of 
(xopvpoty) is distinguished from crimson (owtxodv) by Suen 


its having more of the dark ingredient. Sometimes the given in 
: . Tlept Xpw- 
light of a lamp shows not white but purple, the ray that péroy. 


is sent from it being feeble, and being reflected from poe oe 
. ° . . c TS 
a dark colour. This increasing weakness of the ray brings generated 


them is added golden-yellow (avOdv), The white and the golden- 
yellow are colours of the elementary kinds of matter. Fire is golden- 
yellow: air and (contrary to Aristotle’s view) earth and water are white; 
black is partly bare negation, and partly a positive colour produced 
in the process by which (e. g. by burning) the elements are transformed 
into one another. An account is given of the methods of mixture, 
whether of these primary colours or of those which are derived from 
them, to explain the multitude of existing colours. These are said to 
be the effects of: (1) the quantitative preponderance of light or shade 
in the ingredients, (2) the strength of the ingredients, (3) the pro- 
portionality of the ingredients, (4) the brilliancy of the mixed colours, 
(5) the friction and mechanical force employed, (6) burning, dissolving, 
melting processes, (7) smoothness and shadows (?: the text is doubtful), 
(8) combination with external light or reflexion of other colours, and 
especially in connexion with the influence of the medium in which it 
takes place. The colours of plants, hair, feathers, &c., are discussed. 
The two modes of producing colour rejected in de Sens. iii. 7 mapa 
G@ Andra Géors and 7 émimddaots, are accepted here and made to play 
an important part. Light is seemingly conceived as corporeal, in 
direct contravention of Aristotle’s teaching in the de Anima. The 
tract assumes a mixture of the colours with the rays of light: so the 
distinctive colours of feathers are produced. Colours are said to 
change their appearance according as they are ‘mixed with the sun’s 
radiance or only with shadows.’ Prantl finds an incongruity between 
the two views of black colour, in one (791” 3) of which it is regarded 
as (oxdéros) mere orépnots of light, while in the other (791° 17) it is 
(uéAav xpSpua) a positive colour, produced, for example, by burning. 
Zeller, however, thinks the inconsistency only apparent. Vide Zeller, 
Arist. ii. 490, E. Tr.; Prantl, epi Xpop., pp. 167 seqq. and pp. 107-9. 
1 442° 22, 2 Tbid, 
* 342” 4 seqq., 374% 3, P 10, 440* 10. 
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from us from purple to /eek-green and violet, successively. The 
Pekend stronger ray yields crimson against the dark ground 


white: (or when mixed with dark); the next in strength gives 
there, from 


the colours /eek-green ; the weakest, violet. In the tract Iept Xpwpdrwv, 
oe éppviov is mentioned as containing even a greater proportion 
The phe- of black than violet has. From the seven colours described 


Gite of above all the others (according to the doctrine of Aristotle) 
after- are generated by mixing?, In the Ilep! Xpwudrwy, however, 
en though these colours play their part, they are secondary to 
ere the colours of the elements’. Visual impressions, primary 


contrast, poOSitive after-images, continue in the eye after it has ceased 
rc enie from looking at the object. If we gaze long and steadily 
illustrated. at a bright object, that to which we transfer our gaze at 
first appears of the colour of the former object. If when 
we have looked steadily at the sun, or some other bright 
object, we close the eyes and look as it were straightforward 
(with the eyes closed) in the same line of vision, at first we 
see the object of the same colour as before: this alters 
soon to crimson; the latter changes to purple; till at last the 
colour becomes black, and vanishes’. In this place Aris- 
totle notices what are called complementary colour effects, 
though his account of them is not exact. The golden- 
yellow of the rainbow is explained by him as a subjective 
effect of contrast*. The space between the gov kody and 
the mpdowoyv in the rainbow often shows favOév. This is 
due to their being next to one another. For gowvKovy 
beside mpdowov appears white. As a proof of this we may 
observe that the rainbow which appears in the blackest 
cloud has the purest colour tints (udAtora dxparos), and there 
too it happens that the ¢owxodv shows most clearly the tint 
of the fav6év—the colour between the gow kotv and the 
mpaowov. The goixody in such a cloud appears white as 
contrasted with the surrounding black; and also when (as 
the rainbow is fading) the gow Kody is being dissolved it shows 
white. A further confirmation of this effect of contrast is 
1 4429 25 ta O° GAG peckra ex TOUTwD. 
* Cf. 792* 4 seqq. * 459” 5 seqq. 


“ 375* 7 seqq. Not, as Prantl (Iepi Xpop., p. 156) says, as a com- 
plementary colour. 
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that the iris around the moon appears very white; which is 
owing to the twofold fact that the colours are zz a cloud 
(which is dark) and seen besides at night}. Further effects of 
contrast are seen by placing white wool side by side with 
black : and also in the way in which (as embroiderers say) 
lamplight causes illusions as to colour, owing to the peculiar 
nature of the illumination shed by it upon the objects”. 

§ 45. Aristotle decisively rejects* the definition of Aristotle 
colour given by Empedocles* and followed by Gorgias, as peas! 
apparently by Plato also in the Menon (and, with modifica- theory of 
tions, in the Zzmaeus), viz. that colour is an ‘emanation from coon 


curious re- 


the object of vision symmetrical with, and therefore semblance 
r arte & . between 
perceptible by, the organ of vision.’ Since those philoso- this 


phers, who hold this theory of visual perception by azoppoai, heel 


in any case reduce the perception of colour to a mode the New- 
of contact between the organ and the object (of which O™" 


a particle thus comes to, and touches, the eye), it would theory of 
; light. He 
have been better if they had assumed such contact to cannothave 
take place through a medium, rather than by dmoppoat held an. 
travelling from object to organ. For all the sensory theory, for 
functions indirectly are, or involve, a mode of contact, ee 
but all except the organ of touch itself® operate through Empedo- 
' 7 5 . a 4 cles, that 
a medium’. In rejecting this view of colour, and the jight does 
theory of dmoppoat on which it was based’, Aristotle 2°t 7ave/. 
rejected as if by anticipation the Newtonian emission 
theory of light. There seems at first sight to have been 
before his mind a glimmering of the now accepted 
undulation theory; but this impression cannot be sustained 
when we find him, against Empedocles, vigorously denying 


that light ¢ravels® (cf. p. 59, n. I supra). 


* 375° 10. 2 3758 22 seqq.; Prantl, Mept Xpon., 157-8. 
3 440% 15-20. * Cf. Karsten, Emed., p. 488. 
5 435% 18 cairo ra GAXa aicOnrnpta ady alcOavera, addra bv Er€pov. 

6 


For the questionableness even of this exception cf. de Az. ii. II. 
422> 22 seqq. 
7 For the emanation theory of colours cf. further Lucretius, iv. 72-86 
with Giussani’s notes. 
5 So Baumker, Des Aristoteles Lehre von den Gussern und innern 
Sinnesvermogen, p. 40. 
® In 418> 16 he maintains that light is a mapovoia, or that, 
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Necessity § 46. The diaphanous (described §§ 34-5 supra) is the 


aioe. of Objective medium of vision. As in the cases of smelling 
vision: and hearing, so in that of seeing, there is an extraorganic 
this is the 


tning medium, intervening between the organ and the object’. 


diapha-__ Without such medium the object could not produce its 
aca ~ characteristic effect upon the organ, or the latter be excited 


wee from its potentiality to its realization as an organ. Thus 
in e . . . 
that we if the coloured object be placed directly and immediately 


ae on the surface of the eye it cannot be seen*. In order, 


vacuum. therefore, to be affected at all by the colour, the eye requires 


Bate, a medium. This medium is Uight, or the actualized 


varieties of diaphanous. The object must excite a movement (not, 
e diapha- i 4 : 
nous, both however, a local movement) in the diaphanous medium, 


ane whether air or water (for either of these may be media 


vision. of vision), and this movement must communicate itself 


Mecden somehow to the eye. This medium being absolutely 


EE required if we are to see at all, it was a mistake for 
iapbanous a ; 2 ‘ 
hin the Democritus to think that if there were a vacuum (neither 


eye itself. airy nor water) between the eye and its object one would 
Hence eye 


‘consists of see with the maximum of accuracy: ‘that we could see 


ea even an ant in the sky®.” The contrary is the fact: 


media of without the medium one could see nothing*. Air and 
colours ; 
isitsdf | Water are both media of colour. Through them we see 


colourless. because—in virtue of the diaphanousness common to both— 


though it were a xivyots, it is still not the particular form of xivnots 
called qopd, which involves local movement, but an ddAolwars or 
qualitative change, which he thinks can take place simultaneously in 
all parts of the diaphanous medium. 

1 438 3 GAN cire has eire dnp éore ro peratd rod dpwpévov Kal Tod 
oppartos, 7 Sa TovTov Kivnols €otw 7 moLovca TO Spar. 

? 419% 12 éay ydp Tis O7 76 Exov xpdpa em’ adrny riy dy od« Bera. 

© 419° 15 épacOa dy axpiBds kal ei pippné ev rd ovpare ein: 

* Only for the medium of vision has Aristotle a distinctive name— 
76 Siahavés. He does not name the media of sound and odour, though 
media are equally necessary for those senses. By later writers they 
were called (on the analogy of 1d diadavés) 7d Sinyés and 1d dSioopov 
respectively. It is remarkable that Aristotle (de Sems. vi. 446% 20-» 27) 
is quite ready to admit respecting these media, what he denies so 
stoutly of ro d:apavés, that in them the stimulus of sense travels locally 
and takes time to come from object to organ. 
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the stimulation (xivnois) produced by colour is conveyed 
through them to the organ of vision, which is thus on 
its part stimulated to activity. The medium of colour is 
the same as that of light, sc. the d:apavés. This belongs 
to both water and air, not gva water or air, but gua 
partaking in common of the nature of the celestial element, 
or aléjp!. Fire and this aiéyp, or rd dyw cpa, stimulate 
the potential diaphanous and render it actual”; colour 
stimulates the actual diaphanous and so becomes visible. 
But this diaphanous is also a subjective medium of vision. 
It exists not only outside, but also inside the eye*. It 
remains to be noticed that that which is to be a fitting 
medium of all possible colours must itself be colourless. 
This rule has its analogue in the cases of all the other 
senses. The medium of sound—air—must be actually 
soundless ; that of odour, inodorous ; that of taste, tasteless. 
So water is tasteless fer se. 

§ 47. The organ and function of vision. Like all other The organ 
organs, the eye is defined by its function. All organs are true eae 


its nature 


to their definition only while capable of discharging their maura 
functions ; e.g. the eye, only as long as it can see. A dead Coen 


, : : and various 
person’s eye is no longer an eye in the true sense, but only parts: The 


in an ambiguous sense, of the word‘. The eye is the function of 


particular organ affected by the stimulation (xivyots) set Ae Hae 


up by colour in, and propagated through, the diaphanous ne part of 
. ° e eye. 
medium: affected, i.e. in such a way as to have the Coccahwar 


sensation of colour. But the xiwyjoes thus set up in the ee 
eye must be in some way conveyed to ‘the soul’®. eyed ’ 


The diaphanous medium, therefore, which operates enim, 

1 od yap 9 Udwp ov8’ 7 dnp, diafaves, GAN’ Gre €ori tis vows trdpxovoa 
9 avr) €v rovros auporépots kal ev To aidio TO dvw gaopart, 418° 7, 

2 And also visible so far as /ig¢ is its colour. 

5 So, as we shall see (p. 114), the ear has within it a cell of air which 
is a means of continuing inwards the external medium of sound. 

4 Meteor. iv. 12. 390% 10 seqq.; de An. ii. 1. 412° 20 7 dYus" aden yap 
ovcta dpOarpov 9 Kara tov Adyov . . . HS GmoAetmovens ovK Eat dPOarpos 
mAnY dpovipws, KaOarep 6 Aidvos. 

5 For the question whether or how far the sensations realize them- 
selves in the separate organs without stimulating the faculty of central 
sense, see the chapter on the Sensus Communis, § 48. 
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objectively or externally, is also employed on the sudyective 
side within the eye itself, for the purpose of transmitting 
inwards the xwroes received by this organ from without. 
The eye as a living functioning whole! is named épOadpos 
and sometimes dupa. It is an organ, consisting of hetero- 
geneous parts*. But the part of this whole which is 
properly concerned in vision—that @ SdAéme.—is the part 
generally named % xépy, which we usually render the pupzl 
(vide supra § 2, p.9 n.), but by which, at least from the time 
of Empedocles forward, the Greek psychologists meant the 
‘crystalline lens.’ Round this internal moist part called 4 
xépn comes what Aristotle calls rd wéAav, probably the z7zs ; 
and outside of this again is the whzte®. The pupil and 
vision are to the eye what body and soul respectively are 
in the economy of the (@ov as a whole*. The xédpy is the 
material part most intimately concerned in seeing. There- 
fore, for its protection, it is covered with a membrane so 
thin and clear as not to obstruct vision, and has in higher 
animals a further protection afforded by the eyelids. The 
need of this precautionary protection arises from the humid 
constitution of this visual part®. There are creatures whose 
eyes are even better protected, viz. by scales ®, but these suffer 
for it in having less acute vision’. The primary organ of 
touching, in relation to the flesh as medium, is compared 
with the pupil (as the primary organ of vision) in relation to 
the whole diaphanous*. If the external medium of vision 
were organically attached to the pupil, both would form 
one whole, comparable to that formed of the organ of touch 
proper and the organically connected environment of flesh 
which is its medium. 


1 413% 2 seqq. 7 Képy kal 7 dys. 

® udptov dyoporopepés. Cf. 647% 4 seqq. For its anatomical structure 
according to Aristotle, see Philippson, tAn dvOperim, pp. 230 seqq. 

* 491> 20 1d 8 évrds rod dpOarpod 76 pev bypdv S BrEres, kdpn, Td dé 
mept TovTo, péav, Td & exrds rovTov, AevKdv. 

* Cf. 4132.2: add 1088 11 ds dis ev dpOarya, voos ev uy7. 

° De Part. An. ii. 13, 657% 30 seqq. 

® 657 34 ra oxdnpspOadua. 

T 4219 13, 657 36, ® De Part. An. ii. 8. 653° 23 seqq. 


VISION 8r 


§ 48. For perfect vision (i.e. both far-sight and clear- Structural 

sight) there must be a due proportion of moisture in oP ane 
the eye. Those that have too little are the creatures vision. 
with gleaming (yAavkd) eyes: those that have too 
much are the black-eyed (yeAavéypara). The former 
see well by night but badly by day, owing to the eye, 
from its defective amount of typév, being over-stimulated 
in daylight. The latter see well by day but badly by 
night, because of the small proportion of the fire to the 
water in the eye, and the weakness of the light in the air 
at night’. Besides this the membrane which covers the 
pupil should be transparent, white, and of even superficies. 
It must be zzz, in order that the stimulating process from 
without may pass straight through it. It must be evez, that 
it may not cast shadows, as it would if wrinkled. One 
reason why old persons do not see keenly is that the 
membrane covering the pupil of their eyes, like the whole 
epidermis, becomes wrinkled and thick with age. This 
membrane again must be wAzte; for if black it would not 
be diaphanous. The veryessence of black is non-diaphanous- 
ness: lanterns would not show light if their sides were 
black. The moisture in the eye, moreover, must be pure 
(xa@apév) and ‘symmetrical’ with the movement of stimula- 
tion. If this is not so, and if the d€pua or membrane 
be not as described above, the eye will not be clear-sighted, 
i.e. distinguish accurately between visible objects, but may 
be long-sighted*. Creatures with protruding eyes are short- 
sighted; those with deep-set eyes are long-sighted, the 
sockets serving as a tube to combine and direct the move- 
ment of the visual ray. This explanation holds good whether 
the ray proceeds outwards, from the eye, or inwards, from the 
object. 

§ 49. The physical constitution of the visual organ Physical 
proper interested Aristotle as well as his predecessors. eh 
Empedocles and Plato had followed Alcmaeon (§ 4 supra) visual 


* Cf. 779° 34 seqq., 780% 25 seqq. 
2 780» 22. In this requirement of cvpperpia between the xivnors and 
7d typdv we are reminded of Empedocles, 
BEARE G 
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in holding that it consists essentially of five. Aristotle? 
preferred to hold with Democritus that it consists of 
water ®, Democritus, indeed, came to this conclusion on 
false grounds. He thought that the eye consists of water 
because he supposed vision to be merely the mirroring 
(j éudacts) of external objects in the eye, which consisting 
of water acts asa mirror. The mirroring which does take 
place is, however, merely due to the smoothness (Aeir»s) 
of the surface of the eye; and, as a fact, does not find 
its full explanation merely in the reflecting surface of the 
eye in which the image is seen, but requires account to be 
also taken of the spectator’s eye which alone sees this image. 
In short this is only a case of the reflexion of light, 
a subject but imperfectly understood by Democritus and 
his contemporaries*. Democritus, too, should have asked 
himself why, if vision were merely reflexion, the other 
surfaces which reflect images do not see as well as the eye. 
The visive part of the eye is, therefore, of water, but vision 
takes place not by mirroring in this water, but by the 
diaphanousness of the latter—a property which it possesses 
in common with the air and water of the external world. 

As for the theory that the eye consists of fire, Aristotle 
not only regards it as false, but considers himself to have 
traced the error to its source. This error is due, he says, 
to the well-known but misunderstood fact that if the 
eyeball be suddenly moved or pressed when the eye is 
closed, or when there is: darkness, a flash (‘ phosphene’) as 
it were of fire or light is seen within the eye. If this (from 
which some conclude that the eye consists of fire) gave a real 
ground for the popular conclusion, and if vision were due 

1 De An. iii. 1, 425% 43 de Sens. ii, 438 5 seqq. 

® Among the many signs of spuriousness in the Problems we find 
that in 960% 32 the visual part of the eye is said to be of fire, 7 pév 
ois mupéds. 

* avdxXaats, which sometimes means refraction, e.g. 373° 10 seqq. 

* 438 9, 370% 16 obra pev odv oda avvnbets Roav Tais mepl THs dvaxdd- 
gews O6£ais, For Aristotle’s account of it and its relationship to vision 
and colour see § 40 supra. 


° Democritus (as we have said) would have replied that the soul 
which sees belongs to the whole organism, not to the eye alone, 
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to the eye’s being of fire, the question at once arises why 
one sees this fire only when the eye is suddenly and rapidly 
moved. Again, why does not the eye always see itself, 
as it does in such a case? It is impossible to reply that 
it does so, indeed, but that we are not aware of it; for we 
could not be unaware of it if it were true. If a person 
in full consciousness sees, he must be aware that he sees. 
To put this phenomenon of the fire-flash in its true aspect, 
we need only observe that the surface of the pupil, like 
many other smooth objects, naturally shkzzes in darkness, 
without, however, giving light. The phenomenon is one of 
reflexion (avdxdaots) Of light?. Hence it is only when the 
eyeball is rapidly moved that this shining becomes visible, 
because only then could it as it were duplicate itself, from 
one becoming two, so that the eye seeing becomes as it 
were different from the eye seen, and the latter becomes 
object to the former as percipient. Besides, if the visual 
part of the eye were really fire, and vision were to be thus 
fully explained, as Empedocles and Plato held, the eye 
should see in darkness, not merely in light: their notion 
being that light issues from the eye, which Empedocles, 
at least, compared to a lantern. 

§ 50. To say with Plato, in answer to this, that the visual Polemic 
current, when it issues by night from the eye, is extinguished #2" 4 
in the darkness, is sheer folly. For fire may be extinguished a 
but not light—such fire, that is, as is made of coals, and Light not 
its flame may be thus extinguished by the cold or moist ¢*4”- 


guished by 


(Wuxpé 4 dypo)?; but neither one nor the other of these hight, as 
(sc. 7Bp fudoanades and $Ad€é) exists as an element in Aight. by ane 


Should it be said that they do exist in it, but in quantities 2 os ‘glow’ 


wm be ‘ ex- 
so small as to be imperceptible, the answer is: if this were tnegcned 


true, light should on the above grounds be sometimes er and 
extinguished by day, e.g. in wet weather, or in water, and are not 
in very cold weather there should regularly be darkness by ceiight 


day, as under such circumstances ignited bodies and flame Vision not 


1 exeivas aires atrov dpa 6 opOadpos Somep kai ev 7 avaxddcet. 
2 437> 12 seqq. Fire had three great varieties : PAdE, dvOpa€, and Pas. 
Vide supra pp. 53, 65 n. 1. Only the two first could be ‘ quenched.’ 
G2 
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duetoa are extinguished. No such thing happens to light, however, 


Hane under these circumstances. Further, to say with Plato that 


fromthe the eye sees by means of light issuing forth from it Lsthat 


a this light either extends and prolongs itself as far as the 


lei no Stars, as Empedocles would seem to say?; or that (as Plato 
ovygvos, held) when it has reached a certain point outside it 


gaa organically coalesces with (cvppvecdar) the light coming 


oflight from the objects seen—this is all idle talk. If there were 
with light. + have been such coalescence of internal with external 
light, it were better that it should take place, to begin with, 
inside the eye itself. Yet even this is but a vain notion. 
For what is, or could be, meant by the ‘organic coalescence ®’ 
of light with light? Such ‘organic coalescence’ does not 
take place between any random things, but according to 
fixed laws. And how could it happen when, as in the 
case before us, a membrane, covering the pupil, intervenes 
between the outer and the inner light? Hence this popular 
notion that the visual part of the eye is of fire must be 
abandoned. False in itself, it has been adopted on mistaken 
grounds, and can be maintained only by fallacious reasoning. 
Why the § 51. To resume: the pupil consists of water, because 


oenaveg a water as diaphanous* is homogeneous with the external 


1 Aristotle himself uses dys in the Meteorologica in such a way as to 
make one think at first sight that he held the theory here condemned. 
See Bonitz, /ndex Arist. 553° 30; Ideler, Arist. Meteor. i. 6. 3, p. 384 
‘Hoc igitur loco Aristoteles videtur lumen ex ipso oculo emittere ut 
hac ratione singulae res visibiles fiant, quod etiam magis patet ex iis 
quae sequuntur: od divacOa thy pw trav avOparev péper Oat krwpevny 
mpos Tov AAvov. Sententiam hanc ab Empedocle et Platone propositam 
ipse Aristoteles improbavit, de Sens. et sensili c. 2. 437» (cf. Theophr. 
de Sens. § 7 seqq.) longeque aliam proposuit (de Ax. ii. 7.418>).’ Ideler 
rightly (cf. 374> 22, 7819 3), however, holds that Aristotle is there, for 
his special purpose (i.e. elucidation of certain ‘ optical’ facts), adopting 
the current view of és, which served his turn quite as well as his own 
view would, while avoiding unnecessary or irrelevant matter of dispute. 

2 See, however, § 7 supra, p. 18. 

3 cuugdvecOar: the Greek word involves associations which are not 
contained in the English ‘ coalescence,’ but which are vital for Aris- 
totle’s argument. 

* eimep pr mupds thy byw Oeréov, adX bSaros maw, 779° 19; 780% 4 
7] TovTov TOU popiov Kivnows Spacis, 7 Suahaves add’ ody F bypdv, 438 5 
seqq. 
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medium of vision. Air, which is likewise diaphanous, might particular, 


conceivably have served for the purpose of an internal and not of 
air, which 


medium of vision’; but air is not so easily or conveniently is also dia- 
, 11: h ; 
as water packed into a small space and confined within a Pot 


capsule. At all events, facts show that the water is in the which 
prove the 


eye. When eyes are decomposed or mutilated, that which eye to be 


flows from them is seen to be water. In embryonic eyes, “sentially 
of water, 


too, this water is particularly cold and bright. In sangui- and also 
neous animals the white of the eye is adipose, simply in order iid TELE 


to keep this water from becoming congealed. This same bearing 
function of 


object is effected by the hard scale on the eyes of bloodless this water. 


animals*. The function of this water in the visual organ Thesudden 
flash caused 


is as follows. The cause of sight is a stimulus from the by cutting 


object propagated through the medium to the organ of ana The 


vision. This is impossible without light. But light is water in 
required not only in the atmosphere without us but also Peas 


within the eye itself. Hence the external medium of te the 
rain, 


vision, normally air, has its function taken up internally by 
another medium, water. The internal and external media 
are homogeneous in this respect that both are diaphanous, 
i.e. possess the one quality essential to the conveyance of 
the visual stimulus. The external light, which is the 
condition of seeing externally, is continued in this way 
into the organ. This must be done if the stimulus is 
to reach ‘the soul’; for the soul, or its visual organ, is not, 
to be sure, situated at the outermost extremity of the eye, 
but somewhere within’, rendering it needful that light 

1 In pronouncing here against azr, Aristotle would seem to reject 
the theory of Diogenes of Apollonia, who made air constitute the 
essential organ of seeing, as of all other senses. 

2 779» 15-28. ‘Empedocles is not right in ascribing the yAaukdrns 
(gleam) of some eyes to the fire they contain: the blackness of others 
to the greater amount of water. Such colours depend altogether on 
the greater or less quantity of water in the pupil. That eye is best 
which has the due proportion of water in it, 

3 What ‘within’ here means is sufficiently seen from 491 20 16 
& evrds rod éfOadpod ro pev vypdv, @ Brémet, xdpn. It does not refer 
to the organ of sensus communis or imply that each organ—here the 
eye—is not fer se capable of having the sensations which belong to it, 
or even that each special organ involves in its action the immediate or 
concurrent co-operation of the central organ. 


Vision— 
the result 


of a process 
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should be conveyed to it through some medium. That 
light is really conveyed inwards in this way is proved by 
the accidental experience of those who have received 
a slash with a sword across the temple, severing ‘the 
passages of the eye’ Such persons have experienced 
a brilliant illumination, immediately followed by total 
darkness, as if a lamp had suddenly flared up within them, 
and then, all at once, gone out. What really takes place 
in such cases is, that the diaphanous medium, the ‘ pupil,’ 
which zs a sort of lamp, is suddenly cut away. The water 
on which depends the continuation inwards of the outer 
diaphanous medium is, for Aristotle, secreted to the eye 
from the brain. The eye, like the organ of smelling, is 
formed by an off-growth from the brain? For the brain 
is the moistest and coldest of all parts in the organism. 
From this some of the purest of its moisture is conducted 
through the ‘pores’ which connect the eye with the 
membrane surrounding the brain®. Hence it is fitting that 
the organ of sight, being like the brain moist and cold, 
should have its seat near the brain. The eye in its 
embryonic stage is, like the brain, over-moist and over-large; 
and again in its later development it, like the brain, gains 
in consistency, while it is reduced in size. 

§ 52. Vision is effected, according to Aristotle, by 
a process from object to eye, not conversely*. Seeing is 


from object not the result of a mathematical or other abstract relation 


to eye 
through 


between object and eye, such as the relation of equal to 


1 438> 14 dore exrunOjvar rovs mépous tod duparos. Aristotle here 
speaks of mépo.: what were they? Some think of the optic nerves, 
which are said to have been first known to Alcmaeon by dissections. 
Even if Aristotle did mean these by what he here calls mépot, we still 
must not imagine that he understood their function as nerves. Such 
knowledge did not come till after his time. Cf. Dr. Ogle’s note to his 
translation of Arist. de Part, An. ii. 10, pp. 176-7: ‘On the whole 
I think it is most probable that by wépo in this place (sc. de Part. An.) 
Aristotle means no more than openings or foramina’; but he goes on 
to add that, in our passage de Sens. ii and in de Gen, An. ii. 6, by mop 
are meant the optic nerves as anatomical phenomena. 

? 438? 28. * 744° 9 seqq. 


* dpGpev eiadexdpevoi rt, odx éxméumovres, 105? 6, 
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equal. If it were so, the distance, for example, of the a medium. 


object should make no difference to vision, any more than ee oa 


it does to the equality of one equal to another}. The object to 
° . a 
process from without is not, however, a conveyance of phyaear 


anoppoal, but a xlvnovs—more precisely an dddAolwors—in nae 
ract, 


the diaphanous medium between the object and the eye. e.g. mathe- 


, . matical, 
As to the nature of the xfyous, as a fact of physics, modern inhee: 


science has far outrun the simple and vague notions of Aris- But the 


~ 2 - _ physical 
totle. It is now known how light travels and is reflected : process is 


how rays from an object, directed through the refractive not one of 
. fs emana- 
apparatus of the eye, produce an image on the retina, tion, but 


which, since Descartes’? time, has been recognized as rae 
the cardinal objective fact for the explanation of vision. 
Thus the physics and the physiology of vision have been 
really harmonized, to some extent, as Aristotle tried but 
failed to harmonize them. But as to the nature of the 
further xlvnots which connects the retinal image with the 
sensorium, or the magic change by which the retinal image 
in B’s eye (as it appears to 4) becomes a field of vision (as 
it is for B); how that which, externally regarded, is but 
a tiny picture is translated into a fact of consciousness, 
no more is known now than was known in Aristotle’s days. 

§ 53. Biologically, the sense of touch is more important Compara- 
than that of sight: it is the most fundamental of all the tv¢‘*us 
senses. It is the essential criterion of animal existence. senses. 

It sentinels and defends the seat of life, and without it rae! aug 
animals would perish. Next to touch stands ¢aste in point Maestally 
of vital importance: indeed it is according to Aristotle necessary 

a mode of touch. The other senses—smelling, hearing, and ‘0 simals: 


the other 


seeing—are not only biologically useful, and conduce to the senses 
. . necessar 
preservation of the animal’s existence ; but they also con- for their. 


5 : ies ‘moli i - le well-being, 
tribute to its we//-being on an implied higher level Of As 


development *, Creatures which, besides life, have sense- between 
locomotive 

1 De Sens. vi. 446° 10 seqq. 
2 See the Fifth Discourse of his Dioptrrgue. 
8 De An. iii. 12. 434 11 seqq. ; de Part. An, ii. 10. 656" 6 seqq. 

Sov pr) pdvov Tod Chy Gdda Kal Tod ed Cyn puvoes pereiAnhe® roodro 8 ori 

TO Tav avOpwmwy yévos 7) yap pévov peréyet Tov Oeiov ray nuiv yrwpijov 

(dav, } pddiora mivrov, Cf. also Zof, iil, 2. 118" 7 seqq. 


power and 
mediated 
sense-per- 
ception in 
animals. 
Both deve- 
loped part 
passu in 
the animal 
kingdom. 
Hence the 
primary 
organ of 
sense- 
perception 
and the 
primary 
organ of 
locomotion 
are identi- 
cal in 
animals. 
Of ex- 
ternally 
mediated 
senses, 
sight has 
highest 
biological 
value. It 
is in its 
direct con- 
sequences 
also of 
highest 
value 
psycho- 
logically. 
In indirect 
conse- 
quences, 
however, 
hearing 

is more 
valuable 
psycho- 
logically, 
for on 
hearing 
depend 
learning 
by oral 
instruction 
and the 
use of 
language. 
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perception possess a form of existence which is richer in 
variety and more highly endowed in different degrees. 
On the possession of locomotive power seems to rest the 
need or chief usefulness of the externally’ mediated 
senses—hearing, seeing, and smelling. Accordingly the 
internal principle or seat of locomotion and that of sense 
in general are for Aristotle the same—the heart, in sangui- 
neous animals, and in non-sanguineous the ‘ part analogous.’ 
As the locomotive faculty is developed and its powers 
differentiated, corresponding development seems to occur 
in the faculty of sensation. It is to animals which possess 
locomotive power that seeing, hearing, and smelling are 
particularly important, enabling them to take timely precau- 
tions against danger, and to perceive their prey in advance. 

But of all the senses which perceive through external 
media, seeing is of highest biological as well as psycho- 
logical importance. In the latter aspect, i.e. in its bearing 
upon the development of knowledge and experience, the 
superiority of this sense is most striking. Even apart from 
its practical uses the exercise of the senses is desired by 
us for its own sake, that of the sense of seeing, however, 
more than all the rest. For this most of all leads to 
knowledge, disclosing to us multitudinous qualities of 
things, and showing us their natures*. Its superiority to 
hearing is intrinsic and indisputable, as a vehicle of first- 
hand intelligence. Yet hearing may incidentally have 
more effect in education. Hearing is that which makes 
learning possible*; and it is through learning that general 
truths are chiefly reached, while seeing gives us the par- 
ticulars whence they are derived. Thanks to the fact that 
all bodies are coloured, all are visible ; and it is chiefly by 
the sense of seeing that we perceive the common sensibles 
figure, magnitude, motion, number. Animals that can 
remember distinct visible qualities of things store up the 
knowledge thus derived, and from the storehouse of memory 


? All are mediated, not all externally mediated. 
? Met. i. 980% 21-» 26. 
° rd pavOdverw: the Greek pupil was an dxpoaris. 
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experience is elaborated; from this and by this again comes 
scientific knowledge, which arises as the details of experi- 
ence become organized under general conceptions?. The 
matchless clearness and distinctness of visual impressions, 
to which all perceptions of form are primarily due”, renders 
these peculiarly suitable not only for being remembered 
but also for being arranged, i.e. grouped and classified, 
under such conceptions. Nevertheless, owing to the part 
played in mental development by teaching and learning, 
hearing, on which the use of language depends, has in some 
ways the advantage over seeing. Thus it is found that 
persons who are congenitally blind are intellectually better 
developed than those who are congenitally deaf (436% 15). 
$54. The evidential value of sight* is in certain cases The 


superior to that of touch, and corrects the illusions of the 2sctve, 


latter sense. For example, if two fingers of the hand are values oe 
. 1 n 
crossed, and a small object placed between them so as tonchanee 


to be in contact with both, it will to the sense of touch Tbetactual 
illusion of 


appear as if two objects. The sense of sight proves that it the crossed 


. . - = . . fingers 
is only one. The sense of sight is also superior to touch in fein Cai 


purity; hence the pleasures of seeing are morally higher he sens 
. . : . ts 
than those of touching*. Possession of sight is ‘more ftnical 


choiceworthy’ than that of the olfactory sense®. Sight ee 


being our most ‘ evidential’ sense (évapyeorarn) its results to touch. 
g py 


as affecting our feelings—exciting passions and emotions— Sight 
guides our 


are proportionately vivid®. Passions or emotions arti- movements 


ficially stimulated through this sense approach nearest to ™ $Psce_ 


the impressiveness of reality. The ideas of danger which mines ao 
. ° . : ° . notions o 
it conveys inspire fear with an immediacy and force not to gjrection. 


be equalled by those of the other senses’. Sight, too, is of Illusions of 
1 981% 5 dray ex modd@y rHs epretpias evvonpatay pia KaOddov yevnras 
Tept TOY dpoiwy bmdAnYrs. aS Top alle Jet seasts 
5 Cf. 460° 20, 956% 36, 1011° 33. Heraclitus (afud Polyb. xii. 27, Fr. 
xv, Bywater) says opOadpol rdv Grav axpiBeorepor pdprepes, an opinion 
founded on the theory that the eyes contain more fire. 
AIM, IT SS IS IO GK VU, 
5 Rhet. i. 7. 1364% 38. 6 Probl, 886° 10-37. 
™ Cf, Horace, Avs Poet. 180-1: 
Segnius irritant animos demissa per aurem, 
Quam quae sunt oculis subiecta fidelibus. 
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sight, not primary importance as directing our movements in space?. 


ieee It is by this sense that the notions of ‘before’ and ‘behind’ 


eer are determined. Moving ‘ forward’ means moving in the 
ut as to 5 5 Q . 
objective direction in which the eyes naturally look. ‘Even crabs 


aes which move sidewards may be said in a way to move 
e.g. the 


distances of forward, since they move in the direction in which their 


objects, and ‘ 
their mag- CYS naturally look. 


es Yet this sense, too, is subject to illusions, as is every 
ee . ate ° ° ° . . 
ae at oes individual sense taken by itself when it refers its immediate 


onlya datum to an object”. Thus regarding the fact that the 


foot in : ; : z a 
diameter. colour seen is white, the sense of seeing is almost incapable 


eee of error: but as regards the distance at which the white, 


pending referred to an object, is from us, or as regards the object 
t . ope e . 
‘Common tO which it is referred, error is frequent. So, too, with 


Sensibles” regard to the magnitude of objects. Thus the sun’s disk 
in general. 


Such are appears almost invincibly as if it were but a foot wide. 


rather ore . : : : 
apne. This impression is not due to any pathological state, nor is 


inference it the result of scientific ignorance on our part*. In the 
sey best of health and with sound knowledge of the facts, this 


chad See is the momentary impression given us by sight as we look 
Tistotie 


knew at the sun‘; and thus it is that we are liable to err as 


pee of regards each and all of the ‘common sensibles.’ Such errors, 


blindness. however, as well as those committed in attributing the 
immediate data of sight to wrong objects, are not really 
errors of vision: they are errors of judgment. Surreptitious 
judgments tend to become inextricably mixed up with the 
immediate impressions of seeing as of other senses. Of 
errors arising from colour-blindness, or of this phenomenon 
itself, Aristotle seems to have had no notion. 


eves § 55. A remarkable case of illusion is referred to in the 


illusion (or 

1 De Incess. An. 712” 18. 

® Somep 10 épav Cet) rod iStov ddndés, ef & avOpemos 76 Aevkdv 7 ph, odK 
adnbes aei, 430° 29 (we must either read so, inserting émi or wepi before 
tov idiov, or at least make the gen. one of ‘respect.’ It goes with the 
predicate. ‘The seeing of the particular quality’ is an ungrammatical 
translation) : cf. 428> 18, 442» 8. 

* Galen observes the omission on Aristotle’s part to determine any- 
where the manner by which we perceive the position, magnitude, and 
Peper of objects. Cf. Galen, de Plactt, Hipp. et Plat. § 638. 

* 458 28. 
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Meteorologica’. ‘Owing to the feebleness of the visual ray hallucina- 


(ois) it is often refracted by the air even when not condensed eel 


in the way described. Such was the case in the strange The two 
° . 9 eyes move 
experience of a certain person whose sight was weak at together in 


the time, and to whom, as he walked, it appeared as if the same 
direction. 


his own image always preceded him, and kept looking back If one 


towards him’. This illusion was due to the visual ray be 


being bent back from the air around him which (just as by the 
distant, or thick, air often does) became like a mirror, so ee 


that the ray could not displace or penetrate it, and hence doubled. 
3 Myopic 
was compelled to return to the eye*. So capes at sea persons 


sometimes seem raised above the water, and heavenly wute in 7 
very sma 


bodies loom larger when near the horizon.’ In the hana. 


Problems*—an un-Aristotelean work—many curious but Mtoxicted 
persons see 


trifling remarks occur on this and similar subjects. The peer 
most important concern (a) the difficulty, or impossibility, As 


of moving one eye voluntarily without at the same time tion of this. 
ne eye 


moving the other in the same way; (0) the fact that one discerns 


: ; straight- 
object appears as two to a person who by inserting the SiV@t 


finger beneath the eyeball displaces it®; (c) that myopic line better 
persons write in very small characters; (d) that objects eee 


appear multiplied to persons in a state of intoxication or “vey and 
mental distraction ®; (e) that straightness in a line is better eee 
discerned with one eye than with two, which is explained 
by reference to the necessary convergence of rays from 
both eyes when both are used; (/) that 6 pvwy brings 


objects near in order to see them, while 6 mpeoSvrns holds 

1 fii. 4. 373° 2-Io. 

2 This (as already remarked, p. 67) reminds one of the ‘ Doppel- 
ganger,’ or the ‘ Brocken-spectre.’ 

8 What is very remarkable here is the seemingly frank acceptance 
by Aristotle of a theory of vision warmly repudiated by him in de 
Sens. ii. We must assume that he in such cases expresses himself 
from the popular point of view. So we have to speak of the sun ‘rising’ 
and ‘setting.’ * 957 38 seqq. 

5 Also referred to de Jnsom. 461» 30; Met. x. 6. 1063% 6-Io. 

6 This phenomenon is explained by comparison with the illusion of 
the crossed fingers representing one object as two. The xivnots does 
not come from each eye to the same part of the soul, which accordingiy 
sees twice. The ‘different parts of the soul’ thus represent what we 
might think of as non-identical parts of the retinae. 
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them at a distance. In the tract on Dreaming illusions of 
sight are mentioned which, however, are, it is stated, really 
errors of judgment for which the sight fer se is not to 
blame. Such are hallucinations, and the illusion of those 
on ship-board to whom the shore, not the ship, seems to be 
in motion. Aristotle says also! that defects of long and 
short sight are due not to anything wrong with the soul, 
but to defects in the visual organ itself. If an old man 
could have a young man’s eye he would see as well as the 
young man. The sensory weakness of old age is caused 
not by an affection of the soul itself, but by an affection of 
that wherein the soul resides; as happens in cases of 
intoxication and illness. 


1 408> 21. 


THE ANCIENT GREEK PSYCHOLOGY 
OF HEARING 


Alcmaeon of Crotona. 


§ 1. ‘WE hear with the ears, says Alcmaeon, because they Function 


: : : : and organ 
have vacuum in them ; for this (vacuum) is resonant. The eeheas 


sonant object produces sound in the cavity (of the outer Air within 
: 2 the ear, the 
ear), and the air (of the intra-tympanic ear) re-echoes (to factor of 


this sound)?” The effect of the external sonant object aie 
1 


is first conveyed to the hollow chamber of the outer, i. e. extemal 


; 9 , : sound re- 
the extra-tympanic, ear, from which the xevdév, or air of the paste ien 


intra-tympanic ear, takes it up and reverberates it to the to the 
‘point of sense,’ which for Alcmaeon was the brain, or in = 
the brain ?. 

§ 2. ‘Alcmaeon says that we hear by means of the vacuum The xevov 
within the ear, for this it is that transmits inwards the ip for 
sounds (which come from without) at every immission of Alemaeon. 
the soniferous air-waves (into the outer ear). For all vacua 
are resonant °.’ I have chosen here the text of Pseudo- 
Plutarchus, which gives xevd, instead of that of Stobaeus, 


1 Cf. Wachtler, A/cemacon, p. 40; Diels, Dox. 506. 23; Theophr. 
de Sens. 25 axoveww pev ovv dnote trois oatv, Sidts xevov ev avrois évuTapxer® 
Touro yap nxeiv. POeyyeoOat 5€ rq Koiha, tov dépa 3 dvrnxeiv. 

2 Diels proposes two different corrections—rodro yap nxeiv [pbey- 
yerOa] dia 1d Koidov, and rodro yap nxoiv PbéyyerOar dia 1d Koidov. 
Neither is necessary. The subject of P@éyyer@a should be taken quite 
generally, as if=1d Wodovr. Diels renders our text—‘sonum autem 
edere (sc. ré xevdv) cavo, h. e. propter cavernam auris interioris.’ But 
if xevdv here = 6 anp, as would seem from Arist. 419° 33, the form of the 
sentence forbids us to regard it as subject to POéyyerOat. Nor can ro 
xotAw be the hollow of the intra-tympanic ear ; it is rather the external 
meatus, with the apparatus in general by which the vibrations of the 
outer air are caught and conducted inwards to the tympanum. Philipp- 
son (An dvOpwrivn, p. 107) saw this when he (unnecessarily however) 
proposed xéx@ for xoiAo here. 

’ Diels, Dox. 406” 21, Aét. Plac. iv. 16. 2 ’AAxpaiwy drovew nyuas ro 
Kevg TO €vtds TOV wrds* TovT yap elvat Td Stnxodv Kata THY TOU mvevpatos 
cioBodnv’ mdvra yap Ta Kevad Hxele 


Alcmaeon 
represents 
the forma- 
tion of the 
ear as 
deter- 
mining 
sound : the 
ear not a 
mere 
condutt. 
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which gives xot\a, agreeing in every other respect. As 
Wachtler says, the xevdv and the dyp are here equivalent 
terms. He quotes most appositely Arist. de Ax. ii. 8. 
419” 33 7d 5& Kevdv dpOds A€yerar KUpiov Tod axovew SoKet 
yap elvat xevov 6 ajp. But here the djp in the xotdov or 
outer part of the ear must be distinguished from the anp 
or xevdv of the inner part. The former receives and intro- 
duces the sonant stimulus from the atmosphere ; the latter 
catches it up and transfers it to the brain. The trans- 
ference is referred to in Theophrastus by dvrnyxeiv, in the 
passage from Aétius by dimxotv (with the use of which 
compare 76 dioopov, 7d d.adaves, and, especially, rd dunyés— 
late terms used to signify the respective media of odour, 
colour, and sound). The simple yyet in both passages 
denotes the action of the air within the ear—as of confined 
air generally—in taking up, or ‘ echoing,’ sound, apart from 
the notion of transmitting it. No better commentary on 
these extracts can be found than that contained in Arist. 
de An. ii. 8. 419” 33-420* 19. Cf. zxfra § 20. 

§ 3. Alcmaeon was, says Wachtler, the first who 
attempted to explain the phenomenon of sound and our 
perception of it by reference to the structure of the ear 
itself, and the manner in which this was affected by air 
in motion from without. Empedocles to some extent 
follows or agrees with him. Their successors generally 
regard the ear as little more than a conductor of air to 
the sensorium, most of them holding sound, as a perception, 
to result from a percussion of the brain or other inward 
organ by the air thus conveyed through the ear 1. 

? In the passage from Aétius mvedua cannot mean ‘breath,’ yet it is 
scarcely identical with djp. It appears to signify the latter set zx 
motion by the external sonant object, and entering, with its sound- 
waves, into the external ear. Cf. Pseudo-Hippoc. de flat. 3 (vi. 94 L) 
mvevpa O€ TO pev ev TOIot Topact pica Kadéerat, Td S€ CEw Tdv TopudTov 
anp, from which it appears that mvedya was treated as the general term 
for air by some writers. Cf. the use of cvppurov mvetua in Aristotle. 
In connexion with the meaning of mvedua here one may perhaps 
quote a curious observation of Aristotle, H7zs¢. Am. i. 11. 492° 13, 
respecting Alemaeon: xepadns pdptov, de ob dxovet, drvouv, rd ovs* 
’"AAkualwv yap ovx adnOn déyet, hapevos avamveiy Tas alyas Kata Td dra. 


HEARING 95 


Empedocles. 


§ 4. ‘Empedocles teaches that hearing is caused by the Function 
impact of the air-wave against the cartilage which is Oe 
suspended within the ear, oscillating as it is struck, like the gong 
a gong’.’ For xovdpséder dmep (Plut.) Stobaeus has xdvipw Des 
évmep. A variant is xoxAwder, for which Pseudo-Galenus, the ear. 
Hist. Phil. (referred to by Karsten, p. 483), gives xoxAédet ee 
xévipo, ‘the spiral-shaped cartilage.’ Zeller thinks that ne 
x@dwy here means a ‘trumpet, not a gong or bell. But of the 
while ‘trumpet’ might describe the shape of the outer St" 
ear, or ‘concha, it is not suitable for what seems to have internal 
been before the writer’s mind in the above passage—some- as 
thing zzszde the ear which oscillated freely to the impact 
of air-waves. The main point, as Karsten remarks, is that 
‘Empedocles appears to have regarded hearing as con- 
ditioned by the external air-wave, or wave of sound,’ in 
contact with the ear, and by the resonance of a certain 
part of the ear itself. In hearing, the amdppo.a: were simply 
‘air’ or particles of air. For the meaning of ydvdpos, cf. 

Arist. Hist, An. i. 11. 492" 15 @rds 8& pépos 7d wey (sc. the 
intra-tympanic part) dvévumov, rd Se (sc. the ‘concha’) 
AoBos’ OrAov 8 ex yxdvdpov Kal capkds ovyKerra.—that is, the 
whole of the external ear, for he proceeds: elow 65é rhv 
pev vow éyxet olov of otpduBor (i.e. spiral shells, xoyAéa, 
dices) 76 8 Eoyxarov dorody Suoiov To art (i.e. the bony part 
farthest in resembles the external ear in form) eis 6 da7vep 
ayyelov eoxatoy adixvetrat 6 Wodos. It is from orpduBo here 


From this it might seem as if Alemaeon actually held that the resonant 
medium—the xevéy—received its impulse from the breath—perhaps the 
air in the Eustachian tubes—which, therefore, would be the meaning 
of mvetdpa in the passage of Aétius. Aristotle would hardly—it may 
be argued—have insisted as he does against Alcmaeon that the ear 
is drvour, unless the latter had been known to hold this strange view. 
Such an idea about a’yes would have given Alcmaeon the illustration 
wanted to confirm his exposition of the above view of hearing. 

1 Diels, Dox. 4069” 16, Plut. Ezz. iv. 16, Stob. Ec/. 53; Karsten, 
Emped., p. 483 "Epredoxdijs tiv axonv yiwerOa Kata mpdontwow mvev- 
patos TH yovdpader, drep pnaty e&nprigGa evtds Tov wTds Kwdwvos Dikyy 
al@povpevoy Kal TumTopmevor. 
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that the gloss xoyAw3er would seem to be derived. How 
far Empedocles attempted (like Aristotle) to distinguish 
between inner and outer ear is not plain; yet everything 
depends on our knowing this if we are to understand him. 
It is probable, however, that by the xévdpos he meant 
some structure which he found by dissecting the internal 
ear. Neither he nor yet Aristotle seems to have had any 
accurate knowledge of the ‘ossicles’—the malleus, incus, 
and sfapes—in the tympanic cavity, bridging the way from 
the tympanic membrane to the fenestra ovalis, and trans- 
mitting vibrations from the one to the other. This being so, 
the use of the word aiwpotpevov here is the more curious. 
‘Empedocles says that hearing results from the sounds 
coming from without, whenever the air, being set in 
motion by the voice, rings within (the ear). For the 
organ of hearing, which he terms “the fleshy bone,” is 
a sort of gong which rings internally. The air, when it 
is set moving, beats against the solid parts, and thus 
causes the ringing sound? The ‘solid parts’ are the 
same as the ‘gong’. We notice that dxon is used in two 
senses here; first of the hearing, secondly of the organ of 
hearing. 7xetv and fyos are used with special frequency 
of ringing sounds, but particularly of those which rever- 


1 Cf. Diels, Dox. 501-2; Theophr. de Sens.§ 9; Karsten, Emfped., 
Pp. 483 thv © axonv dd trav eEobev yiverOa opwr, ray 6 ap tnd THs 
horns xiwnbeis nxn evrds’ Somep yap eivat kodava trav towy Fxywv [rw éow 
nxodvra?] ryv axonv, hy mporayopever aapxivov soy [dcrodv]. Kxtvoupevny 
[xcvovpevoy?] d€ matey tov dépa mpds ta oTEped Kal moveiy HYov. Such is 
the text as suggested by Diels, Dox. 1.c. He has not (Vors., pp. 177, 
209) adhered to his previous suggestion of dcrody for doy, but, as the 
sense requires reference to the inner not the outer ear or ‘concha,’ we 
must accept some such correction or force the meaning of é¢ov beyond 
what it can bear. With regard, however, to Diels’ ow nxodvra for ica 
#x@v, is it necessary? He explains (Vors., p. 209) nadwv' cdpxivos dfos 
thus: ‘das Gehor zst gleichsam eine Glocke der gleichgestimmten (?) 
Tone. Er nennt es fleischigen Zweig.’ Keeping icwy, then, we might 
suppose the meaning to be that the cadev took up and rang to the 
Wédor with which it was framed by nature to harmonize, or was, as 
Empedocles would say, Evpperpos. There are sounds which we cannot 
hear, as there are colours which we cannot see, though other creatures 
may hear or see them. 
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berate within a cavity. Hence they are here employed 
with idiomatic propriety for the Wédos, or ‘external’ sound, 
reverberated within the aural cavity. What distinguishes 
Empedocles’ doctrine from that of Alcmaeon is the xédev 
interposed by the former between the outer and inner 
stages through which sound-vibrations pass before reaching 
consciousness. For both philosophers air is the vehicle of 
sound. According to Alcmaeon the air in the outer ear 
is set moving by the wé¢os, and in its turn sets in motion 
the air in the inner chamber, which transmits the vibration 
to the brain. According to Empedocles, as the organ of 
vision contains a lantern, so the organ of hearing contains 
a bell or gong, which the Wé¢os from without causes to ring: 
this ringing, as we are vaguely left to suppose, being 
conveyed inwards by a subsequent process to the ‘point of 
sense,’ and the feeling or perception of sound being thus 
awakened. 

§ 5. ‘Empedocles explains hearing by stating that it is Theo- 
due to intra-aural sounds. But it is strange of him to einai 
suppose that he has made it self-evident ow we hear, ben ae 
by merely stating this theory of a sound, as of a gong, theory of 
within the ear. For suppose that we hear the outer sounds ae it 
by means of this gong; by what do we hear the gong ttse/f, that hears 
when it rings? For this—the very point of the whole oe awe 
inquiry —is neglected by him?” Karsten too hastily 
inferred from écw0ev here that this, not é£w0ev, should be 
read in the former passage, Theophr. de Sens. § 9, and tov 
éEwbev opwv. But probably two different sorts of Wogor 
are referred to in the two different passages: the wodor 
coming from sonant objects in the outer space around us, 
and the dodo. made within our ears by the ‘gong.’ The 
latter are here referred to, where Theophrastus with the 
art of a dialectician pushes the difficulty of such materialistic 
psychology home against Empedocles. The ‘gong’ rings 

1 Theophr. de Sens. § 21; Diels, Dox., p. 505 Gada mepi pev tiv dxony 
Sray aroda, Tois rwbev yiver Oa Wdpo.s, dromoy 7d otecBat Sjdov elvat Tas 
dxovovow, évdov ronoavta Popov Gomep kwodwvos. tav pev yap eo de 
€xeivoy dkovopev, exeivov d€ Yropoivros dia tri; Tovro yap avo Aeimerat 
¢nretv. “Eoobey rather should be ¢£wev. No sound comes_/rom within. 

BEARE H 
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to the outer sounds: but to us the sounds of the ‘gong’ 
itself are a fresh zxcognitum: how do we hear them? With 
another gong ? 

§ 6. ‘Empedocles treats of all the special senses according 
to the same principle, and teaches that we perceive by the 
fact of the aadppora fitting duly into the pores of each sense- 
organ. Whence it happens, according to him, that no one 
sense can discern the objects proper to any other, inasmuch 
as the pores in the organs of some senses are too wide, in 
those of others too narrow, for the alien sensible object which 
should enter them, so that in the former case the emanations 
from the object pass right through without touching, 
while in the latter they are not able to effect an entrance 
at all? Empedocles and his reporters have given us no 
real clue to the various ways in which his principle that 
‘like is perceived by like’ was carried out by him in the 
psychology of perception. We can only conjecture how 
he would have applied it in the case of hearing. Probably 
the axdppo.at of sound, being air, ‘ fit’ the pores of the ear 
qua containing air essentially. The principle itself is 
a deduction from the metaphysical theory that ‘like affects 
like, and seems intended merely to procure for the latter 
its psychological application? The smallness of the part 
actually given to it in practice, in reference to hearing, 
however, is only one among many instances, ancient and 
modern, of the difficulty of bringing metaphysical theories 
to bear in any real way upon concrete psychical facts. 
Theophrastus, whether fairly or not, criticizes its applica- 
bility here, as follows: ‘It is not by sound (W0d¢w),’ he 
says, ‘that we perceive sound, nor by odour that we 
perceive odour, nor by the homogeneous sensibles in 
general that we perceive the homogeneous, but rather 
by their contraries, so to speak. For the sense-organ 
which is applied must be itself indifferent (dma0f) in its 
nature. When indeed there are actual sounds within the 


 Theophr. de Sens. § 7; Diels, Dox., p. 500. 
* Cf. Theophr. de Sens. § 2 ’Emmedoxdjjs d€ metparat kal ravras (sc. ras 
aicOices) dvayew els tiv Spodrnra. 
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ears, or actual tastes in the organ of taste, or odours in 
the organ of smell, all these senses become deadened to 
their office (xwdrepat), and this the more, in proportion 
as they contain more of their respective “similars” 1 
From this criticism it would at least seem as if Empedocles 
had endeavoured to give to his principle of s¢zlia similibus 
practical effect. But we have no direct means of judging 
such attempts or of estimating the fairness of the criticism 
of Theophrastus. For a similar difficulty as to the applica- 
tion of the principle to the theory of vision, cf. VISION, § 11, 
Pp. 22 supra. 
Democritus. 


§ 7. In explaining seeing Democritus assumes de/keAa (as Function 

. and ‘ 
cldwha, see p. 29 n. 3) to pass from the object to the eye. lbs: hearig 
explaining hearing he makes the analogous assumption of according 
‘sounds’ (¢wvai), as particles thrown off by the sonant body ee 


and conveyed by the medium of the air to the ear, and Hearing is 
A ; ; , a mode of 
through it ‘to the soul.’ The sound isa ‘ stream of atoms?’ contact 
which sets the atoms of the air in motion, and, joining itself Toate 
with these according to similarity of shapes and sizes, makes of sound 
its way into the body to the soul. Its chief, but not sole, Doe 


entrance is through the orifice of the ear. His theory of the air into 
sound is more reconcilable with his doctrine of primary Peet 
and secondary qualities than is his theory of seeing. oHiee ang 

‘He explains hearing somewhat in the same way as other atoms in 
writers do. For he says that the air, when it rushes into te boty. 
the vacuum of the ear, produces a motion there; only that 
it enters likewise at all parts of the body, but in a special 
way, and in greatest quantity, through the ears, because 
there it has the largest vacuum to pass through, and 
remains least stationary. Wherefore one does not per- 
ceive sounds with the rest of the body, but only with 
the ears. When once it has entered it is dispersed, 
owing to its rapidity; for vocal sound (physically con- 
sidered) is due to the air being condensed, and entering 
with force. Accordingly, as he explains sense by contact 
externally, so he explains it as due to contact internally. 

? Theophr. de Sens. § 19. 2 See tnfra § 9, p. 102. 

H 2 


° 


100 THE FIVE SENSES 


Conditions One hears most acutely if the external membrane is dense, 

eoaee and the vessels (¢Aé8ia) empty and as free as possible 
from moisture, and if, moreover, they are well bored, both 
in the rest of the body and in the head and ears; and 
if, in addition, the bones are dense and the brain well 
tempered, and the parts surrounding it as dry as possible. 
For thus the vocal sound enters in one volume, as it passes 
in through a vacuum large and without moisture and well 
bored ; and is dispersed swiftly and equably throughout 
the body, and does not slip out and away?” While 
Democritus agrees with others in the main, his theory has 
the peculiarity of making the stimulus of hearing affect not 
merely the organ of hearing proper but the whole bodily 
organism. On this point Theophrastus afterwards directs 
his criticism, and to this he here draws attention in the 
words wAnv ore xté. For Democritus’ reduction (in which 
most PvoodAdyor agreed) of all senses to modes of one, viz. 
touching, cf. Arist. de Sens. iv. 442% 29. It is a question 
what the ‘external membrane,’ on the zuxvdérns of which 
hearing so much depends, means. It does not seem to be 
the tympanum, as, from the tenor of the passage, density 
of this would appear to be an obstruction to the entrance 
of the djp, and therefore to hearing. It is rather the 
membranous covering of the inner surface of the concha, 
which has for its office to collect and conduct the dnp 
inwards. The mvxvdrns of this would (from Democritus’ 
standpoint) prevent the djp from slipping through and 
being lost (dvexaiarew) before it could pass inside and effect 
its purpose. 

The peculi- § 8. ‘In this Democritus is as indefinite as other philoso- 

py of phers, but the strange and peculiar point in his theory is 


Democri- 


eee the entrance of sound at all parts of the body, and its 
criticized’ | 27Spersion through the whole body after it has entered 


by Theo- by the organ of hearing ; just as if this sense of hearing 


* Theophr. de Sens. 55-6; Diels, Dox., p. 515, Vors., p. 391; Mullach, 
Democr., pp. 212-13, 342-4. The translation is from the text as given 
by Diels Vors., keeping muxvovpévov, which suits dOpdov a little below, 
but rejecting Schneider’s rj dxo7 for kai. 
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were effected not by its proper organ, but by the body.as phrastus. 


a whole. For even if the whole body is sympathetic to the 


Unfairness 
of his 


operation of the organ of hearing, it does not follow from criticism. 


this that the whole body has the sense of hearing. For it 
is sympathetic to the operations of all the senses alike, and 
not only to those of the senses, but also to those of the 
soul. Such then is Democritus’ account of seeing and 
hearing. The other senses he explains in about the same 
fashion as that in which most other philosophers explain 
them 4. 


§ 9. In the above extracts from Theophrastus the par- Object of 


ticular object of hearing is referred to as gwvj—voice or 


hearing : 
sound. 


vocal sound. This word is not of course equivalent to Hearing is 


sound in general, but it is taken, as often, for the leading 


a mechani- 
cal sense. 


type of sound’, It is chosen simply because speech is one Sound is 


of the most interesting and important kinds of sound. 
Democritus and others regarded sound as affecting the 
auditory apparatus materially or mechanically, in the form 
of an inrush of air. Sound is a stream of atoms emanating 


1 Theophr. de Sens. 57; Diels, Dox., p. 515, Vors., p. 392; Mullach, 
Democr. 213-14, 345. Theophrastus overlooks the fact that Democritus, 
according to the previous statement of Theophrastus himself, denzes 
that we hear with the rest of the body, and gives the reason why we 
do not. Mullach renders the words macuts yap toird ye dpoiws rrovet, 
kal ov pdvov rais aiaOnoecw adda kal tH Yux7: ‘enimvero omnibus 
(sensibus) hoc similiter ascribit, neque his tantum sed etiam animae,’ 
making the subject of movec Democritus instead of cpa. The rodrd 
ye movet merely = ovpmdoye, which Theophrastus has not wished to 
repeat. Mullach seems to think that we have here a general reference 
to the way in which Democritus explained all the senses and the 
soul materially. What Theophrastus means is that Democritus has 
just as good or bad reasons for diffusing the operations of the other 
senses over the whole body, as for doing this with the sense of hearing. 
In all these operations the whole organism by sympathy has a part, as 
in psychical operations generally. If, however, as Theophrastus would 
argue, the whole body cannot on this account be said, for example, to 
see, neither can the whole body be said to have the sense of hearing. 
For the possibility of sensory function without sense-organs or even 
nerves, see Haeckel, Origin and Development of the Sense-organs, 
and G. J. Romanes, Mental Evolution in Animals, p. 81. 

2 Cf. Plato, Charm. 168 D oloy 7 axon, papev, ovx GAdov Tivos Hv axon ff 
porns. i yap; Nai. 
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from the sonant body and causing motion in the air 
between this and the ear. The sound atoms are not sup- 
posed to reach the ear alone, but together with air frag- 
ments which resemble them. These fragments, following the 
law that like consorts with like, come together according to 
their similarity of shapes and sizes. Probably the purity of 
sounds depends on the szmzzlarzty, the pitch and volume on 
the magnitude, of their constituents. ‘Democritus says that 
(when sound is produced) the air is broken up into bodies 
of like form, and, thus broken, is rolled along by and with 
the fragments of vocal sound! Epicurus says of gwv7 that 
‘It is a stream sent forth from creatures uttering a voice, 
or from objects which make a ringing sound, or a noise ®.’ 
In terms precisely equivalent to those ascribed to Demo- 
critus (from whom no doubt he borrowed his views of the 
physical nature of sound), he states that ts stream (not 
the ‘air’) is broken up into ‘bodies of like form.’ We are 
left in little doubt what pedua—the stream—meant: Gellius, 
Noct. Att. v. 15, speaks of it as pedya aréuwy (according to 
the probable conjecture of Burchard, accepted by Mullach 
and Diels, of aréuwy for Adywv). The nature of dwr7, as 
resulting from a blow (aAnyy) struck on a portion of amp, is 
dealt with more in detail by Plato? and Aristotle. We have 
no further particulars than those above given to show us 
what the views of Democritus were on the nature of sound, 


? i.e. the atoms sent off by the sonant body. Cf. Diels, Vors., 
p. 389; Plut. Zpzz. iv. 19 § 3 Anudxpiros kai rov dépa prov eis dpovcotynpova 
OpirrecOat cdpata kal ovycadwoeicbar Trois &k rhs Pavis Opavopacw. For 
épotooxnpova cf. Theophr. de Sens. § 50 ai dréBes Cai) xara rods 
6POarpovs eiOciar Kai avixpot, ws dpovorynpoveiy (= ‘to conform’) rois 
drotumovpévots’ Ta yap épopvuaAa padtora exacrov yvwpitew. The 6pavcpara 
aépos here are épororxnpova with those ex doris, the atoms from the 
sonant body. If the latter are homogeneous, those into which they 
mince (@ptrrew) the air are also homogeneous. Cf. Arist. 419° 23 rip 
Opvpuv Tov aépos. 

> Plut. Efzt. iv. 19; Diels, Dox., p. 408 "Emixoupos tiv daviy elvat 
pedpa ekmepmopevoy and Tar pwvoivtay  nxovvtwy } rohotvtwv’ rovro be 
TO pevpa eis 6pororxypova Opimrec Oat Opatgpara. 

* For the expression fedya applied to dev, cf. its application to 
Adyos by Plato, Soph, 263 E 16 8€ y' dm’ exeivys [ris Puxis] petpa dtd rod 
oroparus lov pera POdyyou KexAntat Adyos. 
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Anaxagoras. 


§ 10. ‘ Anaxagoras held that sense-perception is effected According 
by the action of contraries! upon one another, for like is aa 


unaffected by its like ... on this same principle he explains Anaxa- 
. . 3 ora: 
smelling and hearing®, the former taking place together eae the 


with respiration (inhalation), the latter by the fact of sound Principle 
‘unlike is 


entering and making its way through the ear to the brain: perceived 


; s i dane by wzlike’ 
for the bone which encloses (the brain) forms a cavity into (3 explain 


which the sound rushes*.’ Large organs better perceive Meta 
great and distant objects: small organs the small and Bitrate 


near objects. ‘The larger animals have more sensory With larger 
organs 


power, and in a word sensory power is proportionate to have the 


the magnitude (of the organs of sense). For all animals “vantage 
over others 


which have large, clear, bright eyes see large objects and in per- 
see them at long distances, while those which have small senso:y 


eyes see contrariwise: and it is likewise in the case of qualities 
A P in greater 
hearing. For the large animals hear the great sounds volume. 


and those coming from afar, while the small sounds escape 
them, but small animals hear the small sounds and those 


close by them *.’ 


§ 11. ‘When Anaxagoras states that the larger animals Theo- 
° phrastus 
have greater sensory power, and, in a word, that sensory co mines 


power is proportionate to the magnitude of the sensory Anaxa- 
organs, the question arises: if this be true, whether have Scant 


the small animals or the large animals the more perfect Pee 
ay 


sense? For it would seem to be a mark of more exact aicénats in 


1 In this principle Anaxagoras followed Heraclitus, and probably 
Alcmaeon. 

2 How the principle is applied to hearing Theophrastus does 
not say. 

8 Theophr. de Sens. §§ 27-8; Diels, Vors., p. 323 "Avagaydpas dé 
yiverOat pev ois evartios*’ Td yap Spotoy amabes vrd Tod dpolov... 
woavtas b€ Kai dadpaiverOat kai dxovew Td pev Gua tH avanvon, Td b€ rh 
duxveicOar tov Wodov aypte Tod eyxepadrov' 1d yap meptéxov darodv etvat 
kotdov, els & eurimrev tov Wodorv. With Wachtler (A/cmaeon, p. 42) 
I have taken rov éyxepadov as object of mepiexov. 

* Theophr. l.c. §29; Diels, Vors., p. 323. The text translated is that 
given by Diels with Schneider's insertion, accepted by Diels and 
based upon Theophr. § 34 10 péyeOos trav aicOnrnpiov. 
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sensory power that the small objects should not escape it *, 
and it is not unreasonable to suppose that the creature 
which is able to discern the smaller objects should be able 
to discern the larger objects as well. Thus it seems that 
the small animals are better off (on his showing) than the 
large in respect of some senses, and, so far, the sensory 
power of the larger animals is inferior to theirs. If, how- 
ever, on the other hand, it appears that many objects escape 
the senses of the smaller animals, so far the sensory power 
of the larger animals is superior”. If Anaxagoras for 
greater magnitude had substituted higher development his 
proposition would have been more important. Except so 
far as size and higher organization accompany one another, 
there is no fixed relation between the perfectness of sense 
and the size of the sense-organs or of the animal. It 
may be, however, that Anaxagoras merely meant that 
the larger animals have greater, or more voluminous, 
sensations; not that they have finer sensory discrimination 
than the smaller animals possess *. 

§ 12. The object of hearing, as already observed, is often 
referred to under the special name of d@wv7—vocal sound. 
‘Anaxagoras held that @wv7 is produced by the dreazh (or 
air in motion) which collides against the fixed, solid air and, 
by a recoil from the shock, is borne onwards to the organs 
of hearing, just as what is called an “echo” is produced +.’ 


1 Cf. Aristotle 442» 14, 

2 Theophr. §§ 34-5; Diels, Dox, pp. 508-9. Romanes (Mental 
Evolution in Animals, pp. 80 seqq.) gives ‘a general outline of the 
powers of special sensation probably enjoyed by different classes of 
animals,’ referring to the investigations of Engelmann and Haeckel on 
the same subject. 

° For what Aristotle meant by better sensory faculty (dxpiBe.a 
aic@jcewv) as regards hearing and smelling, cf. de Gen. An. v. 2. 781% 
14-781» 20, znfra § 26. 

* Diels, Vors., p. 325, Dox., p. 409 ’Avataydpas rv peony yive- 
aba mveipatos dytimerdvros pev arepepvin dept, tH 8 timoorpody ris 
mAnkews péxpt trav dxodv mpocevexOévtos’ Kabd Kai tHv heyopérny 7xX® 
yweoOa, For this cf. Arist. de An. ii. 8. 419% 25 seqq., where the 
production of sound generally is illustrated by reference to the way 
in which an echo is caused. Aristotle (420% 5) distinguishes gwv7 
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Diogenes of Apollonia. 
§ 13. ‘When the air within the head is struck and moved Function 


by a sound [hearing takes place]1/ ee 
‘ Hearing takes place when the air within the ears, moved beh a 

. : ° air within 

by the external (impression), propagates such motion to the ear propa- 
brain?” As Diogenes did not regard the brain fer se as Sess 


the special organ of intelligence, the last words may be due brain. 
to Theophrastus. More probably, however, they mean that 
when the motion set up in the air within the ears has been 
propagated zo the air-vessels in the brain, it is thence 
forwarded to the main air ducts ‘in the region of the heart’ 
where conscious perception is awakened. This would be in 


accordance with the opinions of Diogenes. 


‘Hearing is most acute in creatures in which the veins are Conditions 


slender, and which have the meatus of the ear (analogously aes 


to what has been said of the organ of smelling) short, The air, 
the source 


slender, and straight; and which, moreover, have the 6f aj) in. 


(external) ear erect and large. For the air within the ears peas 
nda 


when itself moved moves the air within (the brain) 3. Tf created 


the (orifice of the) ear is too wide, when the air within it is ee de alse 
e€ source 


moved there follows a ringing in the ear, and the objective eS oe 
sound heard is indistinct, because the body (of air in the ieee 


ear) on which it (the external impulse) impinges does not 
remain at rest*.’ ‘All creatures live and see and hear 


from Wdgos—7 d€ porn Wodos ris eat euvxov' Tay yap adyev ovOev 
havei, ddd Kab’ Spodrnra réyerat Pwveiv, otoy aidds kré. 

1 Diels, Vors., p. 345, Dox. p. 406 rod év rH xeady dépos bro Tis 
hwvis rumrouévov kal Kwoupévou (riy dxoiy yiverOa). 

2 Diels, Vors., p. 344; Theophr. de Sens. § 40 rhv 8 dxony drav 
6 éy Trois atv anp Kwnbels rd Tod CEw Siad@ mpos Tov eyKépador. 

8 In these words we see foreshadowed the doctrine of hearing after- 
wards elaborated by Arist. de Am. ii. 8. The air in the ear as a whole is 
moved by the sound, and this motion is then transferred or propagated 
to the inner air in the brain. But see p. 259 zu/ra. 

* Diels, Vors., p. 344; Theophr. de Sens. § 41 dkovew © d€drara 
dy al re pr€Bes Neral, (kal 4) KaOdrep tH doppHoes Kav TH dKoj TéTpyTat 
Bpaxd kal Aerrdv wai 160 Kai mpds rovras Td os dpOdv exer Kal péya" Kivov- 
Hevoy yap Tov ev Tois wow dépa ively Tov evTds’ edv dé evpurépa 7, Kivoupevou 
Tov dépos jxov eivat kul rov odor dvapOpoyv Sia 7rd x) mpooaimrev mpos 


Tpepovy. 


Function 
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by the same thing (viz. air), and from this same thing all 
derive their intelligence as well (ryv dAAnv vdnow)?.’ 


Plato. 


§ 14. ‘Plato and his followers think that the air in the 
head receives a shock, and that this air is then reflected into 
the intellectual centres”, and thus the sensation of hearing 
takes place®.’ This account of Plato’s view must be corrected 
according to the following passages. ‘ Plato explains 
hearing through the operation of vocal sound, for vocal 
sound is a shock, communicated by the air through the 
ears to the brain and blood, till it reaches the soul; and 
the motion, caused by this shock, proceeding from the head 
to the liver, is hearing *.’ 

‘Hearing, which we have now to examine, is a third 
mode of sensation within us, and we must set forth the 
causes to which the affections of this sense are due. Vocal 
sound in general we must assume to be the shock conveyed 
by the air, through the ears, to both brain and blood®, 
propagated to the soul; and the movement produced by 
this shock, beginning from the head and terminating in 
the region of the liver, is hearing *’ 


1 Diels, Vors., p. 350 mavta tr ard kal (4 Kai dpa Kal dkover, Kal Thy 
adAnv vonow exer ard Tov av’rov mavra. 

® The soul, for Plato, perceives ¢hrough the organs of sense (p. 261). 

§ Diels, Dox., p. 406° 28, 28, Plut. Epzz. iv. 16. Stob. Ecd. i. 53 
T\dtwy kat of am avtod mAnrrecOar tov év th Kepadn dépa’ tovrov dé 
dvakhao Gat eis Ta tyepovika Kat yiver Oar THs aKons THY ataOnow. 

* Diels, Dox., p. 500. 143 Theophr. de Sens. § 5 dxony dé did ris 
pavis dpitera’ peovny yap etvat mrnyiy tm’ dépos éycepddov kal alparos 
dv Srav péxpt puxas, tyv 8 bro ravtys kivnow and Kehadijs péxpe fraros 
akonv. 

° The blood-vessels do duty for sensory nerves. 

® Plato, 72m. 67 B tpirov dé alaOnrixdy ev quiy pépos émioxorovat rd 
mrept thy akonpy, Ou’ ds airias ta mept adrd EvpBaiver raOnpara, Aexréov’ dws 
pev ody horny Odpev rip bi’ Srwv im’ dépos eykehddov re kal alwatos péxpe 
Wuxis mrAnynv Scadidoperny, rv dé im adris xivnow, amd rijs Kehadas pev 
apxoperny, reXevtooav S€ mepl THy Tod Hmatos éSpay, dkonv. Plato’s con- 
ception of the physiological fact of hearing is thus summarized by Zeller, 
Plato 428 n., E, Tr.: ‘The sensations of hearing are caused by the tones 
moving the air in the inside of the ear, and this motion is transmitted 
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§ 15. We can hear nothing which does not possess or Object of 


yield gov. ‘If the sense of hearing is to hear itself, it Re@mys' 


must possess ¢wv7; in no other way could it hear itself 1 ne pcr: 
is Peer: 7 ; ‘ Bee oun 
Distinguishing Adyos (rational speech) from d:dvora (thinking), (ciovh is: 


Plato calls the former ‘a stream accompanied with sound, 2 shock 
imparted 


proceeding from the soul, through the mouth®’ ‘He by the air, 


P Ls : : : +. through the 
defines vocal sound (¢w:7) as [on its physical side] air cant patie 


in motion, impelled from the seat of intelligence, through brain and 


: . rs . blood, and 
the mouth, and [as physiological stimulus of hearing] al ronepaiet 


shock caused by the air, through the ears, to the brain and ne ae 
e€ motion 


blood, propagated to the soul. Vocal sound, is by an which 


extension of the term, also used in the case of irrational Ste aw 


animals and lifeless things, to signify neighings, and mere having 
noises, but properly it is articulate speech, considered as open 
“illuminating” the object of intelligence *.’ ‘ According 

to Pythagoras, Plato, and Aristotle, vocal sound is incor- 

poreal. For it is not the air, but the figure bounding 

the air, or its surface, that, in virtue of a certain sort of 

shock, becomes vocal sound. But every surface is in- 


through the blood into the brain and to the soul. The soul is thus 
induced to a motion extending from the head to the region of the liver, 
to the seat of desire, and this motion proceeding from the soul is axon.’ 
In this summary two inaccuracies appear. The construction of 
eykepddov Te kal aiparos is not with did (as Zeller following Stallbaum 
takes it) but with mAnynv: the conjunctions re cai were enough to 
show that these words could not be co-ordinated with dépos after td or 
with drwy after dua, but must be regarded as objective genitives after 
m\nynv, thus giving Plato’s true meaning, according to the suggestion of 
Mr. Archer-Hind in his note, which he does not, however, follow in his 
translation. In the next place Plato does not speak of hearing as 
‘a motion proceeding /vom the soul.’ Like every other form of sensa- 
tion, it is for him a motion proceeding through the body Zo the soul, in- 
volving an affection of both conjointly. Cf. PAt/et. 33 D and Tzm. 43 C. 

1 Charm. 168 D. 2 Sophist. 263 E, Theaet. 206 D. 

® Diels, Dox., p. 407% 22, > 13, Plut. Zpzt. iv. 19, Stob. Ecd. i. 57 
Tdrev tiv dovay dpiterar mvedpa Sia ordpatos amd dtavolas nypévor, 
kai mAnyny tmd dépos SC dSrwv kat eyxepddov kal aiuaros péxps Puxi)s 
SiadiSopevny, A€yerar S€ Kal KataxpnotiKas emi tdv adéyov (oor povn 
Kal Tay aWiyov os xpepeticpol Kai Popo Kupias d€ dav 1 evapOpis 
€orw ws pwritovca rd voovpevov. It is noticeable here that kat eyxedudou 
kai aiwatros seems to show that the writer neglected or missed the 
true construction of the corresponding words of Plato, 7%. 67 B. 
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corporeal. It is moved, indeed, together with bodies, but, in 
its own nature, it is absolutely bodiless ; as, when a stick is 
bent, it is the material of it that is bent, but its surface 
is not affected thereby?’ 

§ 16. ‘Plato states that vocal sound is a shock com- 
municated by the air through the ears to the brain and 
blood, propagated to the soul. According as it is swift 
or slow in its motion, it is shrill or grave in its tone. One 
vocal sound is in accord with another when the beginning 
of the slower is similar to the ending of the more rapid ”.’ 
Theophrastus seems to have intended, by the change he 
introduces into the order of Plato’s words, to indicate that 
which has been above (p. 106, n. 6) given as their true con- 
struction. He makes it plain that the shock is imparted 
to the brain and blood, and that, grammatically, sAny7 
governs éyxepddov xal alwatos. The blow—the shock—is, 
in the case of speech, due to the soul causing the air in 
the respiratory organs to strike against the sides of the 
dprnpia, or windpipe (Arist. 420° 28). 

‘In the same way we must look for the explanation of 
sounds, which present themselves to us as shrill or grave 
according as they are swift or slow, their movements now 
harmonious, at other times discordant, according to the 
similarity or dissimilarity of the motion excited in us by 
them. For when the movements of the preceding and 
more rapid sounds are ceasing, and have just arrived at 
a speed similar to that of the movements with which the 
succeeding sounds, adding their movements to the pre- 
ceding, stimulate them, then the slower sounds catch them 
up, and doing so excite no confusion, and introduce no 

1 Diels, Dox., p. 409% 25, Plut. Zpzz. iv. 20 Mudaydpas WAdrev ’Apiorro- 
TéAns aoa@paroy (SC. Thy pevnv]. ov yap rov dépa, GANd Td GyApa TO Tept 
Tov dépa Kal thy émipdveray kata movdy mAREW yiverOar pwvnv' maca S€ 
€nipdveca dodparos* ovykiveirar pev yap Trois cdpaowy, ath d€ aodparos 
mavtws Kabéotykev’ Somep emi ris kaymroperns pdpdov H pev emupdveca ovdev 
maa xet, 7) S€ VAN €or H Kaprropern. 

: Diels, Dox., p. 525.17, Theophr. de Sens. § 85 paviy € eivae mAnyhy 
Um depos eykepddov kal aiparos 6: drav péxpt Wuxis’ d€eiav dé Kal Bapeiav 


Thy Taxeiav Kai Bpadeiav’ cuppwreiv 8’ Stay 1) apxn tis Bpadeias duoia 7 
7 TeAEuT]] THS Taxeias. 
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alien element; but introducing into them the beginning of 
a slower movement, after the pattern of that formerly faster 
but now slowing down, they blend and form with them 
one single auditory affection of shrill and deep combined ; 
whence it is that they afford pleasure (jdovnv) to the foolish, 
but joy (edppoodtvny) to the wise, as the latter contemplate, 
in them, the divine harmony, thus showing us its own 
copy in mortal movements ?.’ 

§ 17. In translating this passage, a special difficulty 
arises from the want of an English word to distinguish 
kiynois from gopd. To render xwyoes by ‘vibrations?’ 
would be easy, if it did not involve the introduction of 
a later scientific conception scarcely comprehended in 
Plato’s thought. We should not hastily ascribe the scien- 
tific theory of the causes of high and low notes to Plato, 
Aristotle, or their predecessors. Alexander (Hayduck, 
Pp: 39), commenting on Arist. Jez. i. 5. 985° 26, speaking of 
the Pythagorean theory of the harmony of the spheres, 
represents the high notes in the scale as assigned by the 
-Pythagoreans to the outer spheres, merely because these 
spheres are at the end of longer radii, and therefore move 
more rapidly, than those nearer to the centre. Not the 
rapidity of vibrations zw air, but that of the mere onward 
movement of air or portions of air, seems to have been 
for Plato the producing cause of height in tones. 

Moreover, Plato, like his predecessors, believed that a 
definite portion of air was projected forwards from the 
sonant body to the ear; not that a mere movement took 
place in the medium. Certain physical facts at the basis 
of harmonic theory, e.g. that halving the length of a tense 
string raises its tone an octave, were no doubt known to 
the Pythagoreans and to Plato. That the former had 
determined the principal harmonic ratios is plain from 
the remains of Philolaus (Boeckh, Phz/ol., pp. 65-86), and 
these ratios were known to Aristotle (de Sems. iii. 439° 31). 


1 Plato, 77m. 80 A-B. 
2 Wundt does so (H. and A. Psych. p. 67, E. Tr.) in alluding to the 
psychology of this period. 
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modern 
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What is not so certain is how far they had any idea of the 
physical fact that a sonant object gives rise to a succession 
of air-vibrations!, whose frequency and amplitude condition 
the pitch and loudness of sound. Mr. Archer-Hind thinks 
it ‘evident from Plato’s language that he conceived the 
acuter sound both to travel more swiftly through the air, 
and to have more rapid vibrations, thus coming very near 
the correct explanation of pitch. But from the way in 
which Plato connects sounds, cupping-glasses, projectiles, 
&c., under one formula of explanation, it would seem as 
if the notion of air-vibration—i.e. vibration in an elastic 
medium—did not come before his mind at all. The 
swiftness or slowness of the sound-movement is for him 
just like that of the projectile; only that in the former 
case there is a succession of sound-stimuli, portions of air 
started off, as it were, one after another from the sonant 
body at a certain velocity, and at certain greater or smaller, 
regular or irregular, intervals. The theory of harmonic 
ratios in which Pythagoreanism delighted seems to be here 
unapplied by Plato, though elsewhere he shows himself fully 
acquainted with it”. I have, accordingly, refrained from 
using ‘vibrations’ as a rendering of xwnoews here, because 
such a rendering would seem to credit Plato with knowing 
that air is an elastic medium vibrating and transmitting sound 
by a series of contractions and expansions. Of this theory, 
originated by Heraclides or Strato, Plato had no conception. 

§ 18. From the last extract it becomes apparent that 
Plato was aware of the ethical and emotional importance 
of certain classes of sound. ‘Harmony and rhythm ® are 

' The theory of vibration frequencies, as the cause of high or low 
tones, seems rather to have originated with Heraclides or Strato, 
according to whom each sound is composed of particular ‘beats’ 
(mAnyai) which we cannot distinguish as such, but perceive as one 
unbroken sound, high tones consisting of more such beats, low tones 
of fewer. Plato like Aristotle (contrast, however, Pseudo-Arist. 800% 
1-5) held that high or low in tone depends on the sfeed at which 
the sound travels through the air towards the ear. Cf. Zell. Arist. 
ii. 379 n. and 465-6n., E. Tr.; von Jan, of. cit. pp. 135 seqq. 

SOE IA, MG) (C0, 

* Cf. Grote, Plato, iii. p. 266; Pl. Zin. 47 C-E. 
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presents to us from the Muses, not, as men now employ Its psycho- 
them, for unreflecting pleasure and recreation, but for the LORIE 
purpose of regulating and attuning the disorderly rotations the de- 
of the soul, and of correcting the ungraceful and un- aici 
measured movements natural to the body.’ In the Repudlic gence. 
and Laws also Plato expresses his high appreciation of the 
educational value of music duly regulated and employed!?. 

In this he was in substantial agreement with Aristotle. 
Indeed he anticipates the dictum of the latter? that hearing 

is more important than seeing for the development of mind 

and character. ‘Of sound and hearing the same account 

must be given [as has been given of seeing]; to the same 

ends and with the same intent they have been bestowed on 

us by the gods. For not only has speech been appointed 

for this same purpose, whereto it contributes the largest 

share, but all such music as is expressed in sound has 

been granted for the sake of harmony *’ The facts that 

Adyos is (2ndirectly, as Arist. says) an object to the sense 

of hearing, and that on Adyos higher education chiefly 
depends, are sufficient of themselves to secure for this 

sense a paramount place in the development of mind and 
character. 


Aristotle. 


§ 19. Aristotle* divides sound under two heads, Wedos and Object of 


é : : hesninoe 
gwvyj. The former is the general name, including noises; (°1.4° 


the latter is properly used of vocal and articulate sound, divided 


° 5 int f 
but often extended to include musical sounds whether Ges 
produced by voice or otherwise. Cause of 


; . sound in 
Taking sound first in the more general sense, he dis- former, 


‘ H ; 5 more gene- 
tinguishes between its actual and potential aspects. There mae 


are certain things which are incapable of producing sound, Three 


' ditions 
e.g. wool; others are capable of producing sound, e.g. jivotved: 


bronze, and smooth hard substances. As the former are, (2) a 
: sonan 
even potentially, soundless, the latter are potentially sonant, thing, (6) a 


1 Cf. Rep. 530 C-5§31 C, with Adam’s Commentary thereon. 
2 De Sens. i. 437% 6-17. 

8 Plato, Zim., 47 C, Archer-Hind’s Trans. 

* For what follows see de Ax. ii. 8. 419" 5 seqq. 
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shock com- even when not actually sounding?. ‘As it is possible for 


ee a person possessing the faculty of hearing not to hear 
blow from actually at some given moment, so a thing may have the 
ricarined property of sounding without always actually doing this. 
movement When, however, that which can hear realizes its potentiality, 


: 3 
jarplied ins and also when that which can sound does sound, then the 


this. The realized faculty of hearing and the realized sound both con- 
celestial 


spheres do cur; so that the former may properly be named “actual hear- 
whe ing ” (4xovors), and the latter “actual sounding” (wédnors).’ 
Vibration Actualized sound is a local movement of something’, 


of hollow 4 P : 
bodies, Air and involves the relation of some one thing to some other 


ae thing,insome third as medium®. This third thing is normally 
ofsound. air in the case of land animals. That which physically 


ee causes sound is a shock or blow. This cannot occur when 
ie only one thing is concerned ; for that which gives the blow 
t : : ; : : 

ie and that which receives it are two different things. That 


Lee which sounds does so in relation to something else, and in a 
a . . . 

sound. Air medium, for the blow implies local movement (popa). That 
or water * : : 

yeas which moves with a movement of its Own may produce 
ey as sound: that which, as a boat on a river, moves because the 
medium . . : ag ne 

andas thing in which it is fixed moves, produces no sound. Hence 


aes the celestial bodies move without a sound, and we need 
this is. not assume a ‘music of the spheres’ which none can hear ‘?. 
Sound, then, is not a shock or blow of any casual thing 
against something else; for wool if struck gives no sound. 
Bronze on the contrary does produce sound, as do all 
smooth and hollow things. The bronze sounds because it 
is smooth ; the hollow things sound because after receiving 
the first blow they produce many, owing to the reverbera- 
tion (77 dvaxAdoet) taking place when that which has been set 
in motion within them is unable to find an exit. Sound 
is heard in air, and in water also. It is not, however, the 
medium, i.e. the air or the water, that chiefly determines 


1 Cf. 425> 28-4268 8, 
> hepopévov rivds kivnots, 446° 30. 
* may opet rimrovrds twos Kai te Kal ey tun, Tolro (sc. Td év a) & 
€ariy anp, 420° 14, 419% 32. 

* 2918 I-15. 
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the production of sound. It is the blow or shock (Any) 

caused by one body striking against another! in the air. 

The air or water, too, may serve as one of the bodies which 

by their collision produce sound; but these are less sonant 

than the solid bodies*. They may so serve to produce 

sound when the air, e. g., holds its ground on being struck, 

and is not at once dissipated. Hence it sounds only when 

it is struck quickly and forcibly. The movement of the 

striker must be too rapid for the dispersion of the mass of air 

struck. This it may well be; just as one might get in a blow 

at a moving heap, or whirling vortex-ring, of sand $ in rapid 

motion before it could retire from, and so elude, the blow. 

§ 20. An echo occurs when the mass of air set in motion Echo: how 

by the ‘stroke’ rebounds like a ball from another portion Produced. 


Reflexion 
of air formed into a single mass by some receptacle which of ree 
° . ° . . compare 
confines it within fixed boundaries and prevents it from ee gas 
being suddenly dispersed. It would seem as if echoes flexion of 


must be always occurring, though not always audibly; Ancients 


just in the same way as light is being always reflected, as ie 
is proved by its diffusion everywhere. ‘vacuum’ 
determines 


What is said, and rightly said, to be the chief agent in the hearing 
determining the hearing (as distinct from the production) ofseunes 


of sound is vacuum*. But by this what people generally ‘vacuum’ 


mean is air, not absolute void. The organ of hearing SPR, | 


proper consists of air®; and the air without us causes us oes of 
earin 
1 In what follows Baumker (of. cit. p. 27) seems right in taking : 
Aristotle to mean that sound is producible by means of air or water 
alone in contact with a solid striking body. Such sound is not so 
strongly pronounced however. Torstrik is wrong in proposing to 
strike out a\X frrov. Themistius illustrates by the cracking of a whip, 
which shows that he took éy déps here to refer to a blow struck by 
one solid in the mere air or water and yet producing sound. As 
Torstrik in his clear note on 419” 20 says, ‘iam ei in mentem venit 
stridor ille vel sibilus quem virga vel flagro efficimus celeriter discusso 
aere; ibi enim ro ev 6 quodammodo etiam rov mpds 6 vices gerit.’ 
* The terms flu¢d and solid are generally opposed inter se by 
Aristotle as well as by moderns. 
* For éppabdv Wappou here cf. Hermathena, No. xxx, ‘ Miscellanea,’ 
P. 73- 
* Cf. 656> 13-16, together with 420% 18 seqq. 
5 656> 16 1d d€ ris dxons algOnrhpioy aépos eivai hapev, 425° 4. 
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to hear when it has been set in motion as one continuous 
body. Owing to the fact that it is so easily dispersed, 
this outer air yields no audible sound unless the solid 
which has been struck is smooth. In this case the air to 
which the shock is communicated rebounds in a single united 
mass, owing to the nature of the superficies of the said solid; 
for the superficies of a smooth body is one. Anything, 
therefore, which is capable! of causing motion in a single 
mass, of air, which reaches continuously to the organ of 
hearing, is capable of producing sound*, For the organ 
of hearing proper is physically homogeneous with the air 
(cvppuys dépr)*. Since then the air is one* it follows that 
when the outer air is moved, the inner air is moved also°®. 
Hence it is not true that an animal hears with all parts of 
the body ®, nor does the air enter the body at all parts; 
for the part which should receive the movement, so as to 
give it effect for consciousness, has not in every part ot 
the body an inner air at its disposal such as it has in the 
ear’, But on this inner air hearing depends. Air in 
general is soundless owing to its being easily dispersed : 
when a portion is prevented from being dissipated, and 
this is affected by the shock of a blow, it yields or transmits 
sound. Now the air within the ears® has been built into 
its chamber in order that, being undisturbed by the general 
movement of the atmosphere, it may be sensitive to the 
different kinds of auditory movements propagated towards 

* Not all things are so capable: ov 61 may" olov éay mardén Bedsvy 
Bedovnv. 

* As Trendelenburg says: the air at the surface of the solid struck 
is here referred to as being one: that air which propagates the sound 
to the ear is referred to as one and continuous. 

* For the above cf. 419 5-420% 4, 656” 16, 7818 14 seqq. 

* 420° 4: I translate éva dépa, the restoration of Steinhart, cf. 419» 35. 

° 4208 5: I translate Torstrik’s reading 6 eiow xivetrat. 


* This implicitly controverts, with the same unfairness as Theophras- 


tus shows, the theory of Democritus. See §§ 7-8 supra. 
" od yap mary €xer dépa Td Kuynodpevov pépos Kai euyuxor. 
* 420 9, 656> 15, where the expression 16 yap kevdy Kadovpevoy dépos 
mAjpés €or refers to the hollow of the ears in connexion with the 
whole occiput, or hinder portion of the cranium, which Aristotle 


strangely regarded as vacant, or containing air only. 
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it. The external medium which is to receive and transmit 
all sounds must in itself be free from sound!. The outer 
air is therefore per se soundless, a quality which it owes to 
its being so easily dispersed. But the air within the ear— 
the portion of air which is the essential element in the organ 
of hearing—as distinguished from the outer air which is the 
external medium—has a proper motion of its own. Thus 
it has a peculiar resonance, like a horn; and this, while it 
lasts, is a sign that the auditory faculty is unimpaired. When 
this ceases, it is a proof of deafness. We can hear to some 
extent under water ; because the water does not enter the 
air-chamber of the ear. If it did so, hearing would be at 
anend. Hearing ceases to be possible, also, if the tympanic 
membrane is injured, just as blindness ensues if the 
membrane covering the eye is injured. As the water- 
holding eye is joined with the watery brain, so the air- 
holding ear is connected with the air-holding hinder part 
of the cranium’. Perhaps the air in the ear is ultimately 
connected with that in the lungs—the origin of all the air 
in the body’. At all events the essential part of the organ 
of hearing is the air-cell which has been thus described as 
‘built into’ the ear. 

§ 21. Is it the striker that sounds, or the thing struck ? Which 
The answer is that both do so, each in its own way. Sound Sunes 
is a movement of something mobile; something that is orthething 
moved like things which rebound from smooth surfaces. The eae 
surface must be smooth, in order that the air may rebound /ike heht, 
from it in a single mass (d@povv). Sound, unlike light, 
travels in the air from the sonant body to the ear. This 
is plain from the fact of our seeing a blow struck at a 
distance, but not hearing the sound of the blow till some 
time after*. Articulate sounds are due to the conforma- 


1 418? 26 gor... Sextixdy... odhouv... 7d apodor. 

2 4g1® 31 rovrov (sc. the whole cranium) d¢ pépy 1d pev mpdobtov 
Bpéypa... 7d 8 drricbtov iviov . . . bd per ody 76 Bpéeypa 6 eynepards eorty, 
70 © iviov kevdv. Cf. 494 24, > 33,656 18 mad © ek rév Srwv wcavros 
mopos els Tovmiabev ouvarret. 

8 781% 31 did 10 emt TO MVEVpaTLK® opie THY apxiy Tov aloOnrnpiov elvat 
Tov THs akons. “ 446® 20 seqq. 

12 
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tion of the moving air. Such sounds are less accurately 
heard at long distances, because the form of the movement 
in the air becomes altered on its way to the ear’. 
Qualitative § 22. Differences of quality such as sharp and grave 
se yaa are potentially existent in the sounds themselves, but are 
e.g. pitch, actualized only in the actual Wédnos with its correlative 
exist ¥ ; # 
potentially 4kovets. These two—yWodnors and dxovors—are two aspects 


mee of one fact, only distinguishable by reason. Just as with- 
actually, out light colours are not seez, though potentially in the 


only in . . P oe 
Se qua coloured objects, so without Wédnors—the actualization of 


heard. sound—and its correlative &kovors—the actual perception 


So with 3 : 
pepsi, of sound—the quality of sharp or grave is not heard. 


Mead These terms, sharp and grave (£0 «al Bapv), thus applied 
Bapé meta- are really metaphorical, being transferred from objects of 
et ed touch to those of hearing. The sharp is that which moves 
to sound. the sense much in a little time; the grave that which 


Physical ce - : 5 
nature of moves it little in much time. The sharp as heard is not 


ee and literally swift, nor the grave slow; yet the quality of the 
Origin of former as perceived is due to the rapidity of the motion 


SPENT, C8 that causes it; while the quality of the latter is owing to 
Beikencies the slowness of the corresponding motion?. There seems 
of hearing, t© be an analogy between that which to the touch is sharp 


ee Z or blunt, and that which to the sense of hearing is sharp 
orinvolves Of grave. The sharp as it were pierces, while the blunt 


ey ee pushes, because the one effects its movement in a short, 


asshown the other in a long time, so that incidentally the one 


by i : A“ : 
eee ct sound is swift the other slow%. Theophrastus (apud 


the Ady Porphyr. Frag. 89) controverts this theory, common to 


of chords. : ; - 
Hence lato and Aristotle, which accounts for the difference of 


ee ee sharp and grave in sound by more rapid local movement 
loud im- in the stimulus of the former, less rapid in that of the latter. 


ee The stimulus of the higher note, he thinks, does not move 


sense. onward more swiftly than that of the lower*. Strato and 


* 446° 6. Cf. Probl. xi. 51, 904> 27 4 pov) anp tus éoxnpariopévos. 

; Aristotle seems to have in mind here Plato’s account of sharp and 
grave in the 7zmaeus. Cf. ‘ HEARING,’ Plato, §§ 16-17 supra. 

* 786° 7-788» 2, where the differences of dé’ and Bapé are explained 
with reference to male and female voices. 

* Cf. Zeller, Avzstotle, ii. p. 379 n. (E. Tr.). 
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the writer of the tract [lept ’Axovordv teach that every sound 
stimulus is composed of mAnyai or beating vibrations which 
we cannot distinguish as such, but perceive as one unbroken 
sound ; high tones, whose movement is quicker, consist of 
more vibrations, low tones of fewer. But the forward motion 
of the stimulus through the air from object to organ is of 
the same speed in either case}. 

The sharp and the grave are contraries between which the 
object of hearing in general lies. The sense of hearing pre- 
sides over the province contained within or bounded by these 
contraries. Every sense? occupies or represents a mean. 
Thus hearing stands between any two degrees of pitch, and 
on this peodrns depends its discriminative power. It isa pro- 
portion or Adyos of the évayria, and, while indifferently poised 
with respect to all, contains in itself the discriminant between 
any two different sounds whatever. A concord such as the 
octave isa ratio of Ito 2, But this (as olyect of hearing) and 
axoy (as sense of hearing) are, at the moment when both are 
actualized, ove; hence the latter, sc. dxo7, is also a ratio (Adyos) 
(see zxfra § 30). Hence, too, excessively loud sounds are 
injurious to the faculty of hearing, as they tend to destroy 
the ratio or proportion (the finely balanced, delicately poised 
position) which it holds between the évayria, and amongst, 
or in relation to, all possible pairs of differences of pitch, and 
hence to destroy the pecdrns on which rests its discrimina- 
tive power. The same is true of each other sense as 
regards its object. On the other hand, those composite 
objects which in their composition exhibit the qualities 
corresponding to the nature of their organ, are pleasure- 
giving. Thus concords which themselves involve a ratio, are 
pleasing to the sense of hearing; and the same may possibly, 
in some unknown way, be true of the relation between each 
other special sense (or sense-organ) and its proper object °, 
when the pleasure from the latter is truest and greatest. 

§ 23. Thus far we have considered Wodos or sound 


1 Zeller, of. cit. ii. 465 n. 
2 Cf. SENSATION IN GENERAL, § 24. 
5 See de An. ii. 12. 424% 27-424” 1, 4268 27-12, 
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generally. Voice (pwr) is a special kind of sound pro- 
duced by living creatures. Inanimate beings do not utter 
voice, though by a metaphor a flute is said to do so, as are 
also other sonant things capable of varieties of tone (améraots), 
and hence of producing melody and é.dAexros, or ‘ discourse 
of sound.’ ’Aréracts is the genus which includes éniracts and 
diveos, while pédos is used for notes in the melodic series. It 
is not so easy to give a direct translation of d:d\exros as here 
employed. I have rendered it by a metaphor, as being 
distinct from pédos and used to designate the effect of 
a number of instruments played in harmony or in unison. 
To ‘discourse sweet music’ would not unnaturally be 
expressed by a metaphorical d:adexOjvar. Articulation and 
harmony are terms as suitable for the interplay of ideas 
in conversation as for that of tones in concert. The voices 
of animals are possessed of these musical qualities. 

§ 24. There are, however, many animals which have no 
voice: e.g. those called bloodless, and also fishes. Those 
fishes which, e.g. in the river Acheloiis, are said to utter 
voice, merely make a noise with the gills or some such 
part. It is quite natural that fishes should not have voice; 
since, as we have said, sound depends on movement of air, 
while voice is the sound made by an animal, but not with 
every given part of its organism, it follows that only those 
animals which inhale air have voice!. Nature employs 
the air that is inhaled for two objects, just as she employs 
the tongue for tasting and also for speaking. The two 
objects for which she employs the breath are (a) the regu- 
lation of the internal heat of the body; and (4) the 
production of voice. The first of these objects is sub- 
servient to the purpose of the animal’s existence, the 
second is a condition of its well-being. ; 

The windpipe is an organ of respiration®?. The organ to 

1 Hist, An. iv. 9. 535% 27-536? 24. 

2 papvyé is here (535% 29) used for Adpuy& (535% 32). In Aristotle’s 
time these words had not come to be distinguished as they now are. 
Nor does ¢dpvyé here differ substantially from dprnpia (sc. 7 rpayeta) 


further down (535 15), hence I have rendered it by ‘ windpipe.’ 
*"Aprnpia of course had not come yet to mean ‘artery.’ 
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which this is subservient is the lung, possession of which is 
due to the fact that land animals have more heat than others. 
The region of the heart? is that which primarily needs 
respiration and its cooling effects; hence the necessity 
that the air should enter this region as it does in the 
process of respiration. One consequence of this arrange- 
ment is that a shock can be imparted by the soul, which 
tenants that region, to the inhaled air; by this shock the 
latter is struck against the trachea, as it is called?; and by 
the stroke vocal sound is produced. 

§ 25. For, as has been said, not every animal sound is Voice is 
vocal sound : not e.g. clucking with the tongue, or coughing. m4 ie 
The production of voice implies that the organ which animate 
communicates the shock in the first instance must be Pea oa 
animate, and have some mental representation accompany- oe 
ing its action®. There must be this representation, because Voice is 
voice is significant (onuavrixés) sound‘, and does not merely ee 


imply azy shock imparted to the air inhaled, as for one ho/ds 
‘ f 5 - -__ the breath. 
example, in coughing. On the contrary, in uttering voice, Why 


one uses the inhaled air in order to make that which is in sae 
voiceless. 


the trachea strike against the walls of the trachea itself. 
Hence it is that one cannot utter voice while in the 
act of inhaling or exhaling, but only while holding the 
breath. He who thus holds the breath and speaks, excites, 
in doing this, a movement in the fund of breath held in. 
Fishes do not inhale; therefore they do not possess a 
windpipe, and hence they have no voice®. 

§ 26. ‘In accurate hearing as well as in accurate Meaning 
smelling two things are involved: one is the discernment as 
as far as possible of the different qualities of the objects perfect 

5 < hearing. 
of these senses; the other is the power of hearing or The «con- 
j j - ic_ natural 
smelling at a long distance. The power of keenly dis ES 

1 Here the lung is said to be in the ‘ region of the heart’; cf. 668 
33 seqq. 2 apos Thy Kahouperny aprnpiav. 

5 $ei €uuxov eivat Td rimroy Kal pera havragias twds. Cf. 786° 21 rod 
dé Adyou Any civat THY horny. 

* Even the inarticulate sounds of the voice of the lower animals (oi 
dypdpparot Wddor oiov Onpiav) are significant (dnAotoi tr). 16% 28. 

5° For §§ 20-27 cf. de Am. ii. 8. 419» 25-421% 6. 
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leaning cerning the qualities of their objects is dependent on the 


torepeat’ Oroans of these senses, just as the corresponding power 
from oral 5S 


dictation depends on the organ of seeing, in which this power 
ee resides if both the organ itself and the membrane enclosing 


graphic jt be free from alien matter. or the passages of all the 
record. 


Why sensory organs, as has been stated in our work On Sensa- 


persons tion, extend towards the heart, or in creatures without 
yawning, 


orviolentlya heart, to the analogous organ. The passage of the 


oe sense of hearing, since the organ of this sense is formed 


well than of air, terminates at the point where the connatural spirit 
ae Ge produces?, in certain animals, a heaving, pulsating, move- 


ieee ment, in others maintains the respiratory process. On 
earin Fs 2 A me A 
iedeiby the fact of its terminating here—in the region or seat 


ce oe of of the central or common sense—rests the power we have 
S ’ 


humidity of learning from dictation, by which the sounds we make 
f atmo- : : : : : 
era echo verbatim those which we have heard; which implies 


The sort that the movement expressed through our speech is an 
of auditory 


apparatus €Xact reflex of a movement which had passed in through 


ee our organ of hearing, as if both were impressions struck from 
avour 


perfect one and the same die; and thus it is that one utters in 
hearing. 


Mente speech exactly that which he has heard.’ Thus in repeating 


a at from dictation one acts like a phonographic record. 
with those.‘ Persons yawning or exhaling hear less well than persons 
of other 


inhaling, because the starting-point (rj dpynv) of the organ 
of hearing is adjacent to the part concerned in breathing, 
and hence, when the organ of breathing sets the breath 
in motion, the apparatus of hearing is at the same time? 


animals. 


* For what precedes cf. 456% 1-29. Td ovppurov mvedpua: this 
pervades the channels of hearing and smelling, and is the medium 
by which sounds and smells are conveyed to their respective senses. 
Cf. 744° 3 9 8 dodpnors kal 7 axon wépor cuvdmrovres mpos Tov aépa Tov 
Oipabev mArnpets cuppirov mvevparos, mepaivoyres mpos Ta PAEBia ra mept 
Tov eyxépadoy kre. 

* 7814 30 seqq. The Didot translation is: ‘quoniam principium 
sensorii auditus parti spiritali impositum est, et quatitur moveturque 
spiritus eodem quo instrumentum movet tempore ’—as if ré mvedya were 
subject to celerOat kal xiveioat. This is a grammatically possible con- 
struction, but the sense it gives is irrelevant. It is needless to say that 
when the organ of breathing does its office, the breath is moved, and 
besides Aristotle’s point is that there is a disturbance of hearing at 


HEARING 121 


shaken or moved ; for the organ of breathing while exciting 
movement is itself moved, (and therefore excites movement 
in the adjacent organ of hearing!). The like happens in 
wet seasons and climates: the ears seem to be filled with 
breath owing to their proximity to the organ which governs 
respiration. Accuracy in discriminating the sensible quali- 
ties of sounds and odours depends, therefore, on the clearness 
of the sensory organ and of the membrane which covers it. 
For, as in the case of vision, so in such cases the move- 
ments that take place under these conditions are all plain 
to immediate intuition.’ 

As regards the capacity or incapacity of certain animals 
for hearing or smelling distant objects, the case is likewise 
analogous to that of vision. ‘Animals which have, in front 
of the sensory organs, as it were, conduits extending to 
a considerable length through the sensory tracts concerned, 
are capable of perception at long distances. Hence animals, 
like Laconian hounds, whose nostrils are long can discern 
odours keenly at a distance. Likewise animals with ears which 
are long and projecting, like those of certain quadrupeds, 
cornice-wise (dmoyeyerowpéva) far out from the head, and 
which have the spiral interior also long, (can hear at great 
distances); since such ears catch the movement from afar off, 
and deliver it to the sensory organ. As regards the general 
perception of distant objects man is inferior to almost all 
other animals, in proportion to his bodily size; but on the 
other hand he is superior to all in the nicety of his dis- 
crimination of the sensible distinctions in objects perceived. 
The cause of the latter is that his sensory organ in each case 
is purest and least contaminated with earthy or corporeal 
matter, and he, of all animals, has naturally the most deli- 
cately fine skin in proportion to his bodily magnitude *.’ 


such a time. Hence I take rv dpyny rod aicOnrnpiov rod ris axons again 
as subject in the second clause, and ro mvevua as accus. after kivodvros. 
1 The facts referred to by Aristotle are due to the proximity of the 
Eustachian tubes to the auditory passage: owing to this when we yawn 
or exhale forcibly we have a feeling of obstruction in the ears, and 
hearing is for the moment impaired. 
? For § 26 cf. de Gen. An. v. 2. 781% 15-” 29, 
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Confusing  § 27. Aristotle states, as we have seen, that hearing 


statements. i i 
| is taken for such, i,e.a 
The ears Gepends upon vacuum, or what is t , 


haveno portion of air enclosed in the inner chamber of the ear. 
fe This, however, is somehow connected with the air in the 


intothe occiput, and the results of the sound-movements in the 
brain, but if r _ oe 
have pas- Outer air which affect it are conveyed within; and from 


ee this interior air the movements ultimately find their way to 


part of the the region of the heart, which is the central or common 


called 7) sensorium. Of the passages connecting the external auditory 


xevév; also apparatus with the interior of the head, he does not seem 
the ear has : . ‘ wal t 
a passage to have had a clear conception. ‘One [viz. the inner] par 


leading to of the ear is nameless, the other is called the “lobe.” The 
the otjpavds 


or palate. whole consists of cartilage and flesh. Inwardly its forma- 
ee tion is like that of spiral shells, the bone at the inner 
hearingand extremity (into which, as last receiver, sound comes) being 


smellin ps ; st 
ee ae in shape like the [outer] ear. This inner ear has no passage 


cae (xdpos) into the brain, but it has one to the palate (odpavds) 
with a : ‘ : ; oes 

svupurov and a vein (pAey) extends into it from the brain. 

bets ‘Certain animals, as was to have been expected, have 
Tunning 


into blood- the organ of hearing situated in the head. For what is 

aria called the vacuum in the cranium is really full of air, and 

the brain. the organ of hearing, as we hold, consists of air. Now 
passages (1épot) lead from the eyes into the blood-vessels 
around the brain; and a passage leads back, likewise, from 
each of the ears and connects it with the hinder part of 
the head?’ ‘The organs of sight, like all the other organs 
of sense, are attached to passages (ém! mépwv), but while the 
organs of touching and tasting consist either of the body, 
or of some part of the body, of animals, those of smelling 
and hearing are themselves passages filled with connatural 
spirit (wAjpers ovpptrov mvevparos) in communication with 
the external air, and terminating inwardly in the blood- 
vessels which surround the brain and extend from it to 
the heart*.’ It is by means of these blood-vessels that 
the external auditory impulses are finally conveyed to the 
central sensorium. 


1 Cf. 492% 15-21, and 656 13-19. 
* De Gen. An. ii. 6. 743” 36-744? 5. 


HEARING 123 


§ 28. Aristotle was even more strongly impressed Helens) 
than Plato with the intellectual, ethical, and aesthetic tua,” 


importance of hearing compared with the other senses. eee 
? . 5 aestnetic 
It contributes not only to the preservation of animals, values of 


but to their well-being, and, in the case of all those aioe ee 
which possess intelligence, assists powerfully in the 
development of this. ‘As regards primary vital needs, 
the sense of sight is more essential, and more directly 
contributory, to an animal’s security: but, as regards 
intellectual development, and in its secondary consequences, 
the sense of hearing takes a higher place. ... True, the sense 
of hearing only imparts knowledge of the different sensible 
qualities of sound, and in the case of a few animals, those 


of vocal sound; yet, in its secondary effects and their In its 


bearing on intelligence, the part contributed by hearing oa 


is greatest of all. For to rational discourse (Adyos) is hearing 
has higher 


due the power we have of learning, and such discourse psycholo- 
is an object of hearing, not indeed directly, since what sical worth 


we hear is as such merely sound, but incidentally, for it ing. Rea- 
3 : ae sons ofthis. 
is made up of words, and each of these is a significant Woa. are 


sound (cvp~Bodrov). Hence if we compare persons con- oud) 
with ideas 


genitally blind with persons congenitally deaf, we find annexed 
that the former are the better developed intellectually?’ hones: 
That learning depends on the sense of hearing, so that depends 


those who cannot hear cannot learn, is dwelt upon by pees 


Aristotle elsewhere. ‘Creatures may be endowed with leam by 
< eel: oh evi hk this sense 
a certain amount of intelligence without having the power ;- they can 


of learning, as is the case with all which are destitute of the distinguish 
significant 


faculty of hearing sounds, as, for example, bees*.’ Speaking sounds. 


of the habits and characteristics of the lower animals, after aa 


pointing out how these vary in intelligence, he goes on: particulars 
‘ : + In vast 

‘Some of them possess in common with man, to a certain ) bers: 

? 


degree, the faculty of teaching and learning, whether from hearing 
gives us 


one another, or from mankind; those, that is, which have general 
motions, 


1 Cf. de Sens. i. 437% 1-17. 

2 Met. i. 1. 980% 22-4 ppdvipa pev avev Tov pavOdvew, doa pn Svvara 
Tay oper axovey, Evidently the connotation of pavOavew was less 
wide than that of our ‘learn,’ 
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the auditory sense, and can not merely hear sounds, but also 
distinguish by this sense (d:acoOdverat) the different qualities 
of significant sounds!’ But the importance of hearing 
as an instrument of education arises chiefly from the fact 
already mentioned that words (évduara) are in their nature 
general (ovpBoda). They are marks of typical mental 
impressions associated with them by both speaker and 
hearer. They stand for notions. The impressions of sight, 
on the other hand, are primarily of the nature of particulars 
and appeal rather to the individual. Those received from 
Adyos through the sense of hearing are, almost from the 
first, of the nature of universals, and therefore almost 
directly (i.e. so far as we wnderstand them) stimulate the 
faculty of intelligence. But when words are combined in 
sentences, and form trains of reasoning, their mind-develop- 
Written ing effect is still more obvious. When to that of spoken 
language words we add the effect of words written, and remember 
to spoken also that language with its symbolic power ranges over the 
language. “ : 
whole tract of ocular as well as other sensible experience, 
we can easily understand the paramount intellectual effect 
ascribed by Aristotle to the sense of hearing. He is, how- 
ever, careful to point out that hearing has not these grand 
results directly, but only card cupBeBnkds. Like every other 
sense its immediate data consist of particulars ®. 
Ethical § 29. In its bearing upon moral character, hearing, which 
importance makes us acquainted with music, is in Aristotle’s opinion 


of hearing, 


The modes of very great importance. No other sense can compare 
ona of or compete with it in this respect. ‘Why is it’ (the writer of 


a of the Problems asks) ‘that the object of hearing alone among 
earing 


alone the objects of sense possesses character (00s eye), that is, 


ee affects the emotional temperament of the hearer? This, he 


emotions. adds, is true of it, even when the music is unaccompanied 
ane by words. Neither colour nor odour nor savour has a 


sound the 
» Hist. An. ix. 1. 608% 15-21. 
> Hence, in de Sens. i. 437% 13, dkovards dy belongs to what follows, 
and the comma should stand not after dv, but after padncews, or else 
in both places. What the writer wishes to guard against there is the 
false notion that the full significance of Adyos is matter of immediate 
perception by the sense of hearing. 


HEARING 125 


similar effect’. ‘The movements set up in us by music ‘notation’ 
are of the nature of action, and actions are the “notation” %2cto?: 


of character*. We must not merely take our share in the ‘notation’ 
: : fs 5 ofcharacter 
pleasure which all derive from music, but consider whether jn man. 


and how far it has an influence on the mind and character. eae 
That it has this influence would be plain if it could be eee 
shown that by its means our characters are qualitatively aids 
determined (movi ries ta On ywvdueba). That this, how- Music 


ever, is true is proved not only by many other sorts of sear 


music, but particularly by the compositions of Olympus ; 2"¢ plea- 

for these raise the hearers to a high pitch of excitement ri eeta 
(moved Tas Wuxas evOovoracrixds), and such excitement is an sae 
affective state of the mind and character (rod wept rhy Woy and 

nOovs md0os). Further, music gives pleasure; and virtue ps gon 


consists in taking pleasure in right objects, as well as in ade 
loving and hating rightly.’ Our mind and character undergo eee 


a change as we listen to the music that we love. Hence eens 


the musical modes (ai dpyovlat) are naturally distinguishable respond to 


; : distinct 
from one another according as they correspond to different Fey gis. 


dispositions of character. Some are melancholy, others positions. 
3 Music a 
gay; some produce mental elation, others tend to calm powerful 


excitement. Hence it is obvious that music has the previ 
edaucation, 


power of influencing character; from which it follows 
that it may be a powerful instrument of education °. 
§ 30. An account of Aristotle’s views on ovpdpwvia, or The Aris- 


the theory of concords, would lead to a subject with which Baie 


we are not here concerned—Greek Harmonics. Besides, of the 
. ° . e easure 
though we find many allusions to the physical basis of music eee 


in the works ascribed to Aristotle, nowhere, except in the PE ae 
g 


unquestionably spurious Problems, do we find this subject of con- 


treated technically. There are, however, in the de Sensu Cees 


a few references which assume on the reader’s part familiar analogies 


1 Prob. xix. 27. 919» 26-9. Aristotle was not the writer of the Pro- 
blems, yet they were chiefly inspired from his works, and so may serve as 
evidence for his general doctrine in this and many other matters. 

2 Prob. 919” 35-7 ai S€ Kewnoes abrat mpaxrikai elowy, al dé mpdtes 
HOous onuacia eoriv. onuacia is the term for musical notation. 

’ Cf. in general Po/. viii. 5. 1339% 11-1340” 19, particularly 1340% 
2-5 12. 
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for musical acquaintance with it. We will therefore extract, from 


vacate the Problems and elsewhere, some passages containing 
oncords 


among certain leading ideas which may at least serve as an 


ne adequate commentary on these references. 


few. The First of all hearing itself is or involves (§ 22, p. 117 supra) 
sense of c Ont ; é 
hearing a ratio of composition. ‘Ifa concord is a species of vocal 


(like every sound ; and if the sound and the hearing of the sound are 
othersense) 


depends on (as has been shown) in a certain way one, (though in 


a ratio or _ : : A E 
volves. another way at the same time not one); and if again 


one: for a concord is a ratio, it follows that hearing (ri dxonv) 


on this 2 6 Sete 
depends its iS a ratio of some sort. Hence it is that each excess of 


Wate either the sharp or the grave spoils the hearing (as it 
oO € con- 


cordance of Spoils the concord). ‘Nature has an eagerness for con- 


eee ig traries, and of these, not of similars, composes concord (76 


Aconcord otpupwvov). ‘Art, imitating nature, also brings contraries 


Pee together. Painting, mixing together wzte and dlack, 


il dhe of yellow and red, renders its representations “consonant” 
earing. 4 x nee ; ‘ rae 

Ts ain) (cvupeévovs) with their originals; while music, mixing skarp 
fei notes (pOdyyovs) with grave, and short with long-sustained, 
parently? in sounds of different é2mdre (év d:apdpors pwvais), brings to 
Sound C 4 i ; i ss 

Soun pass one single harmony (dppoviav)#.’ ‘It is the mixture of 


Proof of notes, not the mere sharp or grave, that forms (the pleasing 
this. A bie 5 : ; 
mathema- Sound we call) concord’.’ ‘Concord is a particular kind of 
[ae with mixture of sharp and grave.’ ‘They (concords) are ratios 
musical Of opposites like the octave and the fifth®.’ ‘The concords 


ear may 6 ee 
iene ote few compared with sounds in general ; since they are, 
s the ; of all combinations of sounds, those based on xumerically 
theo 9 . A 

fee ek: expressible ratios °,’ 

ere ec ee ‘Mixture is possible among things whose extremes are 
stand the CONtraries: it is impossible that there should be—unless 
theory of ; ars . : : 
music may i Some incidental way—a mixture of white and sharp: 


ae no there can be no such mixture of them as of sharp.and grave 
mearse= ina concord’. ‘The soul perceives the mixture of sharp 
* 424° 27, 4268 27 seqq. 
* See de Mund. v. 396° 7-22. This is, however, a non-Aristotelean 
work. 2 De Att. Wi, 2/4205. 
* Met. viii. 2. 1043% 10 cuppevia dé df€os Kat Bapéos peiéts Tovadi. 
> De Sens. vii. 448° 9. 
© De Sens. iii. 439” 31-440% 2. 7 De Sens. vii. 447” 1. 
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and grave in a concord with one single act of sense’: it of pleasure 


3 ; . from it: 
would require two such acts to perceive sharp and white— |, real 
data of two different senses}. Se 

what it is. 


Sound ¢ravels, however, though light does not. When 

we see a person at a distance strike a blow which causes a 
sound, the sound does not reach the ear until after the stroke. 
So each of a row of listeners, posted at ever greater distances 
from the person, would hear the blow at successively later 
times®. ‘Hence certain theorists say that the sounds (of 
wWéor) which affect the hearing in a concord (cvppavia) do not 
all arrive at the point of sense coinstantaneously, but only 
seem to do so, and that this seeming is due to the fact that 
the interval separating their different arrivals is too short 
to be noticeable. ... This, however, is not the case, for it 
is impossible that there should be a time-interval too short 
to be noticeable %,” Such a theory would involve an instant 
of blank or vacant consciousness, which we cannot admit. 

‘The term dppovtxy is ambiguous, for it may refer either to 
the mathematical knowledge of music, or to the perception 
by the ear of musical consonance. Those who have a good 
ear perceive the facts of such consonance. The mathema- 
ticians, on the other hand, know the reasons of these facts. 

For mathematicians can demonstrate the causes of musical 
concords, yet it often happens that those who have this 
power have no perception of the concrete particulars *,’ 

§ 31. A writer in the Problems asks: Why does the Why does 
interval between the extremes in the octave (in certain cases) ae ee 
escape the ear, and the composite whole pass for unison ? oe a 
The answer suggested is, that ‘this unisonous effect is due jg that the 
to the fact that each sound—the high and the low—seems ee am 
identical with the other. For in sounds equality arises ‘identical 
from proportion, and the Equal is a branch of the Oned) it vitue of 


‘Degrees of consonance (says Chappell) depend upon the to ue 
another.’ 


1 De Sens. vii. 447” 7. 2 De Sens. vi. 446 5-26. 

* De Sens. vii. 448% 19-26. * Analyt. Post. i. 13. 79% 1-5. 

5 Prob, xix. 14. 918” 7-12 da ri AavOdver 7d dia Tracy, kai Soxet Sudpo- 
vov eivat; ...% Ort Somep 6 adros eivar Soxet POdyyos; (Didot) da rd 
avddoyor iadrns emi pOdyyev, rd 8 icoy rod évés. (Otherwise von Jan, 
op. cit, p. 85 n.) 


Actual 
basis of 
this sug- 
gestion. 
Why is 
the octave 
the most 
pleasing of 
all inter- 
vals? Be- 
cause its 
ratio is 
expressible 
in integral 
terms, 
while those 
of other 
intervals 
always in- 
volve in 
one of the 
terms an 
improper 
fraction. 
The octave 
can be ex- 
pressed as 
the ratio 
of one to an 
integral 
number 
(sc. two) ; 
the other 
intervals 
cannot. 
Fundamen- 
tal reason 
of the 
pleasing 
nature of 
ovppwvia. 
It is a Adyos 
évayTiwy, 
and Adyos 
involves 
Tags, 
which is 
pra e 7ov. 
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proportion that coincident vibrations bear to those which 
“sound apart” [i.e. are dissonant]. The unison alone is 
perfect consonance, because therein only do all vibrations 
coincide!’ But the degree of consonance in the octave is 
greater than that in any other interval, because in this, 
whose total ratio is 1: 2, the proportion between coincident 
and non-coincident vibrations is I: 1, i.e. greater than in 
any other. Onthe proportionality thus maintained of con- 
sonant to non-consonant vibrations in the octave appears to 
rest the ‘equality’ spoken of above; and on this equality, 
again, rests the ‘approach to oneness’ which causes the 
interval to be unnoticed and the sounds taken for one. 
Aristotle speaks with less subtlety of this matter. ‘It is 
easier to perceive a thing (in its proper nature) when single 
than when blended with something else, e.g. wine when 
unmixed than when diluted, or honey, or a colour, or the 
note highest in pitch (vjrn) when by itself than when in the 
octave *, ‘Also the quarter tone escapes notice: one hears 
the melodic rise and fall of the voice as a continuum, but 
the interval between the extremes in the quarter tone passes 
unnoticed 3” ‘Why’—it is asked in the Problems*—is the 
octave the most pleasing of all intervals? Perhaps because 
its ratios are expressible by integral terms, while those of the 
other intervals are not so. For since the string of highest 
pitch, the vin, is (in its rate® of vibration) double the string 
lowest in pitch, the trdrn, for every ¢wo vibrations of the 
former the latter has ove, and for every two of the latter 
the former has four, and so on. .But the rate of vibrations 
of the vitn is once and a half that of the péon. Thus the 
interval of one to one and a half in which the fifth con- 
sists is not ultimately expressible in integers; for while the 
less is one, the greater is so many and a half more. Hence 


' Cf. Chappell, History of Music, pp. 221-43 von Jan, of. cit. pp. 96, 
Io1nn.; Wundt, 4. and A. Psych. p. 69 (E. Tr.). 

? Arist. de Sens. vii. 4479 17-20. 

° Arist. de Sens. vi. 446% 1-5. * xix. 35. 920% 27 seqq. 

° Only by this parenthesis can the sense be given. The vjrn was 
but half as /omg as the trary. The passage, therefore, implies more 
accurate knowledge of the vibration of strings than Aristotle possessed. 
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integers are not compared with integers, but there is 
a fraction over. The case is similar with the fourth: 
the interval 3:4 cannot be expressed as a ratio of one 
to any integral number; it appears 1:14. Or perhaps 
the octave is most perfect because it is made up of the 
fifth and the fourth, and is the measure of the melodic 
series 1.’ - 

‘We are delighted with concordance of sounds because 
such concordance is a blending of contraries which bear 
a ratio to oneanother. But a ratio is a fixed arrangement— 

a thing which, as has been said, is naturally pleasing.” ‘If 
we take two vessels equal and similar to one another, but 
the one empty, the other half full, and cause them to sound 
together, they form an octave with one another. Why is 
this? Because the sound coming from the half full vessel 
is double the other (in rate of vibration) °” The Prodlems, 
from which these extracts are taken, are later than Aristotle, 
and in some ways represent more highly developed theories 
of music and of harmonics than those of Plato or Aristotle. 

§ 32. It would seem, and has been urged by many, e. g. Probable 
by Trendelenburg, Arist. de An. p. 107 (Belger), that sel 
a portion of what Aristotie wrote on the subject of vocal the tract 

* de Sensu 
sound must have been somehow lost. In his work de Gex. treating of 
An. v. 7. 786" 23, we read: ‘As to the final cause of sound. The 

4 5 : . - missing 
voice in animals, and as to what voice and sound in treatise 
general are, an explanation has been offered already, partly ueenee 
in our work on Sense-perception, and partly in that on ’Axovoréy 
The Soul*.’ Again further down: ‘With regard to voice, 
let this suffice for the information not definitely given 


already in the works on sense-perception and on the soul °.’ 


1 Prob. xix. 35. 920% 27-38. The Didot punctuation after perodias 
(#38) is here adopted; also Bekker’s 7° ekeivo for repeiy 6 (#36). 

2 xix. 38. 921% 2-4 ouppovia dé xaipopev dre Kpacis eort Adyor €xdvT@v 
évavtioy mpos G\An\a’ 6 pev ody Adyos Takis, 6 Hv Poce Ov. 

8 Probl. xix. 50. 922» 35-9. 

* Cf. 786> 23 rivos pév ov evexa horny éxe Ta (Ga Kal ri eort Govt Kal 
dos 6 Wodos, ra pev év Tois mept alaOnaews, TAS ev Trois rept Wruxis etpnrat. 

5 Cf. 788% 34 mepi pev ov aris doa pr mporepoy ev rois rept aicOjoews 
Stdpiorat kal €v rois wept uyxis, Tooair’ eipnobw. 

BEARE K 
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In the de Sensu, however, while the physical properties of 
the objects of seeing, smelling, and tasting are examined 
and described, those of hearing and touching are entirely 
omitted. There, for the psychological import of the five 
senses, we are referred back to the work de Anima: while 
as to the physical character of the objects of all five, we are 
promised a discussion to follow; yet while three of these 
are discussed two are passed over. There is no formal 
or set treatment of them in that little tract'. The frag- 
ment [Tept "Axovorév is un-Aristotelean. Its opening words 
agree with the views of sound-transmission ascribed by 
Alexander? to Strato, whom therefore Brandis (too hastily 
as Zeller thinks) regards as the author. ‘According to 
the [lep Axovarév (803° 34 seqq.), every sound is composed 
of particular vibrations (7Anyat) which we cannot distinguish 
as such, but perceive as one unbroken sound: high tones, 
whose movement is quicker, consist of more vibrations, and 
low tones of fewer. Several tones vibrating and ceasing 
at the same time are heard by us as one tone. The height 
or depth, harshness or softness, in fact every quality of 
a tone, depends (803” 26) on the quality of the motion 
originally created in the air by the body that gave out the 
tone. This motion propagates itself unchanged, inasmuch 
as each portion of the air sets the next portion of air in 
motion with the same movement as it has itself.’ (Zeller, 
Arist. ii. pp. 465-6 nn., E. Tr.) 


1 Cf. de Sens. iii. 439% 6-17 ti more Set A€yewy Sriody adray olov.. . } rh 
Wedov ... dpolws dé cat wepi adfs. 

> Ad Arist. de Sens. (p. 126, Wendland). von Jan, pp. 55 seqq., 135, 
ascribes the wepi ’Axovoray to Heraclides, 


DiC ANCIENTD GREEK PSYCHOLOGY. 
OF SMELLING 


Alcmacon. 


§ 1. WE have little direct information respecting Alc- 7wction 


° d organ 
maeon’s psychological theory of the sense of smell. All orsineduiet 


that remains is the following, contained in two passages Smelling 


i effected by 
which I extract, the one from Theophrastus, the other from air inhaled 
the late compilation of Aétius. through 


nostrils 
‘He taught that a person smells by means of the nostrils, and carried 


drawing the inhaled air upwards to the brain, in the respi- © ai 
ratory process?.’ Not the nostrils alone, therefore, but these 
in connexion with the brain form the olfactory apparatus. 
‘He held that the authoritative principle—the intelligence 
—has its seat in the brain; that, therefore, animals smell by 
means of this organ which draws in the various odours? to 
itself in the process of respiration®. Besides these two 
direct references to Alcmaeon, there is a probable allusion 
to him bearing on the same subject. Socrates in the 
Phaedo, reviewing the history of his own mental develop- 
ment, tells his friends that in his youth he had been 
interested in psychological questions, and that of these 
one which presented itself was ‘whether it is the brain 
that furnishes us with the senses of hearing and seeing and 
smelling‘. The various theories referred to by Plato in 
this passage are sufficiently distinctive to show that in 
mentioning each he is thinking of some particular philo- 
sopher. The theory which referred sensation to the opera- 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 253; Diels, Vors., p. 104 dagpaiverOar dé 
ploly dua 1 dvarveiv dvayovta To mvevpa mpds Tov éyKépador, 

2 In the following paragraphs the terms ‘smell’ and ‘odour’ are 
sometimes used indifferently for the object of the olfactory sense. So, 
too, ‘taste’ is sometimes used for ‘ savour.’ 

8 Aét. iv. 17. 1, Diels, Dox., p. 407, Vors., p. 104 ev re eyxeparo evar 
7d Nyepoukdy® rovT@ ov dadpaiverOat Edxovte Sia TOY avarrvoay Tas dopas. 

* Plato, Phaedo 968, Diels, Vors., p. 105 mérepov . .. 5 eyxéepadds 
éorw 6 ras alaOnoes mapéexav Tod dkovew Kat dpav cai dogpaiverOa, 
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tion of the brain was characteristic of Alcmaeon. The 
expression 1d jyeuouxdy in Aétius betrays the lateness of 
the writer; for it only came into vogue with the Stoic 
school. We have, however, the authority of Theophrastus 
for the statement that Alcmaeon regarded the brain as the 
great organizing centre of sensation. ‘All the senses he 
regarded as somehow connected with the brain 1.’ 

Whatisthe § 2. In these meagre statements is contained all that we 

internal know of Alcmaeon’s psychology of smelling. They amount 


apparatus 


with week only to an expression of what ordinary observation might 
eect suggest respecting it. Yet even in this short flight of 


oes speculation there was room for divergence of opinion. 
purpose of Every one felt convinced that the process of respiration 
Beane is largely instrumental to the olfactory sense, and also that 
The object it is so in virtue of its connexion with some internal 
A aed apparatus. Thinkers disagreed as to what the latter was. 
aa Alcmaeon, for what reasons we are not informed, supposed 
remains of it to be the brain. Aristotle, as we shall see, firmly held 
eee: the contrary opinion, that the internal seat of the olfactory 
physiology sense (as well as the other senses) was not the brain, but 
helpless the heart—or the region of the heart. We have no informa- 


a. tion as to Alcmaeon’s views respecting the object of this 
modern Sense, odour, or the manner of its generation as a\physical 
Physics, fact. But before we express our disappointment with 
object. Alcmaeon’s shortcomings on this subject, let us reflect that 
even now very little more, of any essential import, is 
known than the brief statements he has given us contain. 
Anatomy has, of course, enabled modern psychologists to 
speak with a fullness impossible to the Greeks of the 
structure of the olfactory apparatus, but as regards the 
olfactory function itself, and the exact manner of its per- 
formance, it has little to teach. Experiments have shown 
that sensations of smell, like other sensations, may be 
excited in us without the presence of odorous objects in 
the ordinary way, by means of other stimuli. But for the 


explanation of this sense itself, we are still left with such 


* Theophr. de Sens, 26 amicus S€ ras aicOjoes cuvnpricbal mos mpos 
Tov eykeadop, 
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statements, as that ‘ particles of odoriferous matters present 
in the inspired air, passing through the lower nasal cham- 
bers, diffuse into the upper nasal chambers, and falling 
on the olfactory epithelium produce sensory impulses, 
which ascending to the brain, give rise to sensations of 
smell.’ In this sentence, from the pen of Sir Michael 
Foster, introducing the subject, it is curious to observe 
how much might pass for a mere expansion of the brief 
description of the same facts left us by Alcmaeon!. Modern 
physics is as helpless to explain odour as physiology to 
explain olfactory function. 
Empedocles. 
§ 3. The remains of Empedocles, except as regards his Organ and 


theory of dmoppoat, show us little more than those Cre eS 


Alcmaeon to elucidate the psychology of smelling. Who be 
‘The act of smelling (he said) takes place by means of Rees 


the respiration ; hence those persons have the keenest sense one 


of smell in whom the movement of inhalation is most interfere 
energetic *.. ‘Empedocles holds that the sense of odour is Mie 
introduced with and by the respiration actuated from the oie as it 
lungs; that accordingly, when the respiratory process is reas 
laboured, at such times, owing to its roughness, we do not ad ie 
perceive smells when we inhale, as happens with persons 
suffering from catarrhs * Respiration, on which the intro- 

duction of odour and smelling depends, is a process in which 

the mouth and lungs and also the pores of the skin operate 
alternately *; smelling being incidental to that part of the 


process in which the mouth and lungs are agents. 


1 Cf. Foster, Text Book of Physiology, § 859, p. 1388. 

2 Theophr. de Sens. § 9; Diels, Vors., p. 177; Karsten, Emped., 
pp. 480-3 dadpnow de yiverOa ri dvarvon* 516 kai paddiora dodpaived Bat 
Tovrous ois opodpordry Tov doOparos 7 Kivnots. 

5 Aétius, iv. 17. 2, Diels, Dox., p. 407, Vors., p. 181’EpredoxAjjs rais 
dvarrvoais Tais ard Tov mvevpovos auvetckpiverOat THY dopny’ Otay yody 7H 
dvanvol) Bapeia yévnrat, kaTa TpaxUTHTa (SC. THs dvarvons) pi) TvvatcOdveo Gas, 
Os emt Tov pevpariCopevar. 

* Empedocles illustrated by the filling and emptying of the clepsydra. 
Cf. the verses in Karsten, 275-99, and Burnet’s version, Zarly Greek 
Philosophy, p. 230. Plato in principle adopts Empedocles’ theory of 
respiration, 777. 79 A-E. 


Theophras- 
tus criti- 
cizes Em- 
pedocles’ 
principle 
of szmzlia 
stmtltbus 
as applied 
toolfactory 
sense. 
Empedo- 
cles 

does not 
explain the 
fact that 
creatures 
smell 
which do 
not respire. 
Some 
absurdities 
would 
follow if 
the theory 
of Empe- 
docles 
were true, 
Respira- 
tion only 
indirectly 
the cause 
of smelling 
—not 
directly, 
as Em- 
pedocles 
thought. 


Odour, 
according 
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§ 4. ‘As regards the other senses, how are we to apply the 
principle “ that like is discerned by like”? ... For it is not 
by sound that we discern sound, nor by odour that we dis- 
cern odour, and so on.... When sound is ringing in the 
ears, when savours are already affecting the taste, when an 
odour is already occupying the olfactory sense—at such 
times the senses each and all are dulled, and the more 
so the greater the quantity of the cognate objects which 
happen to be in their organs?’ ‘His (sc. Empedocles’) ex- 
planation of the sense of smelling is absurd. For, in the first 
place, the cause he has assigned for it is not sufficiently 
general (od xowvjv), since there are some creatures which pos- 
sess the sense of smell, but do not respire at all. Again, it is 
childish to say, as he does, that persons smell most acutely 
who inhale the breath in greatest amount (rods 7Aciorov 
éntomm@pevous); for respiring is of no avail for this purpose 
if the sense is not in a healthy condition (um dysatvovens), or 
is not, so to speak, (dvewypévns twos) open. There are many 
persons who (no matter how much they inhale) are in- 
capacitated (7eypGo6az) for smelling, and have no perception 
whatever of odour. Moreover, those whose (of dve7mvoor) 
breathing is distressed, or who are ill (movodvres), or sleep- 
ing (kadevdorres), should, on Empedocles’ theory, perceive 
odours more keenly than others, as they inhale most air. 
The contrary, however, is the case. That the act of 
respiration is not directly (xaé’ atré) the cause of smelling, 
but only indirectly (kara ovpPeBnxéds), is both evident from 
the case of the other animals (i.e. those which do not respire 
yet have this sense), and is further proved by the patho- 
logical states just referred to? 

§ 5. ‘Most odour emanates, says Empedocles, ‘from 


* Theophr. de Sens. § 19; Diels, Vors., p. 179 ra 8 mepi ras 
adXas aicOjoes Tbs Kpivapev TO Spoiw; ... ovre yap dpe rdv dor, 
obr dopy Thy dcpny ovre Tois GAdots Tois Spoyevérw ... AXov Se evdvros ev 
aolv i) xvAdv ev yevo kai dopns ev doppyoe Kkopdrepat macae yivoyra Kat 
padXov do@ ay mAnpets Gor TOY Spoiwv. 

* The above, as also the following, criticism is determined by the 


Aristotelean theory of smelling. Theophr. de Sens. §§ 21-2; Diels, 
ViO7S a Penl 7.9: 
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bodies that are fine in texture and of light weight’ to Em- 
pedocles, 


(Theophr. de Sens. § 9). In reply to this Theophrastus Po" by 


denies that light bodies are especially odorous. ‘It is (4téppoa) 
emana- 


not true, either, that the bodies which most affect the sons. 


sense of smell are the light bodies; the truth is that Thee- 
phrastus 


if we are to smell them, there must be odour in them to criticizes 
begin with; for air and fire are the lightest of all, but yet ape! 


do not excite the sense of odour!.’ The objective odour 
comes, according to Empedocles, in the form of dmoppoai 
from the odoriferous bodies. Such is the scent which dogs 
follow. The hound ‘searches with his nostrils for the 
particles from the limbs and bodies of the beasts, and for 
such whiffs of scent from their feet as they leave on the 
tender grass” ‘But, replies Theophrastus, ‘if wasting 
is a consequence of emanation from a substance (and 
Empedocles uses this very fact of the wasting of things 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 22; Diels, Vors., p. 179. 

2 IPRs C2 (CH iin (OHI e Irs ks IWS, VOR jos Aes 
Karsten, Zed. p. 253: 

képpata Onpcioy pedéwy puKrhpoww €pevvov 
(nvevpata 0) da0° améherme roddv Grady mept Toia. 

This is Diels’ reading. He adopts Buttmann’s xépyara for the rép- 
para of Plut. de Curzos., the xéupara of Quaest. Nat.—the inconsistency 
and obscurity of which show the text to be corrupt. By xépyara 
Empedocles denotes not ‘fissa ferarum ungula’ as Lucretius (vide 
infra) seems to render, but the dwéppocac—the material particles which 
are the proximate object of, and which stimulate, the sense of smell. 
This seems better than (a) to read with Karsten répyata Aexéwy = ‘cubilia 
extrema, ultimi ferarum recessus’; or (4), with Sturz, to interpret 
Téppara pedewy as =‘ extremitates membrorum,’ i. e. ‘pedes,’ i. e. ‘pedum 
vestigia’; or (¢) to accept, with Schneider, xéupata as a derivative of 
keiwat (which would be impossible) =‘ cubilia’; or finally (Z) to follow 
Stein (Emped., p. 70) in adopting méApara (Duebn.)=‘the soles of the 
feet,’ or ‘vestigia.” Plutarch, Quaes¢. /Vat., explains the meaning to be 
that the dogs rds dmoppods dvakapBavovow, ds evarroheimer Ta Onpia rH UAp. 
Lucretius had the lines before him when he wrote: ‘tum fissa ferarum 
ungula quo tulerit gressum promissa canum vis ducit,’ de Ker. Nat. iv. 
680: which reads as if he translated xépyara (keipw) by ‘ssa ungula.’ 
(mvevpard 6’) is Diels’ supplement of the words quoted from Empedocles 
by Alexander, who denies Empedocles’ theory of odours being arroppoai, 
asserting that neither odour nor colour can be dispersed (Staomao@ar) in 
material particles, as Empedocles’ line of reasoning would imply. 


Function 
of smell- 
ing by 

the pores 
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Smelling, 
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other 
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as the most general proof of his theory of emanation), 
and if it is true that odours result from such emanation, 
the most odorous substances should perish most quickly. 
But the contrary is the fact, for the most odorous plants are 
more lasting than any others.’ 

§ 6. The dmoppoai of odour find their way into the mépo 
of the olfactory organ. If the dmoppoai are symmetrical 
with the wépou, the sense is stimulated ; if not, no perception 
occurs. 

‘Empedocles lays it down, with regard to all the senses 
alike, that sensation is due to their respective dmoppoat 
fitting into the “pores” of each sense-organ ; whence it is 
that the several senses cannot discern one another’s objects, 
because the pores of the organs, as compared with the 
amoppoat of an object other than their own, are in some 
cases too wide, in other cases too narrow, to admit them ; 
for he asserts that these dazoppoal in the former case pass 
unchecked straight on, without touching the sides of the 
pores; while in the latter case, they cannot find ingress 
at allt; 

Democritus. 


§ 7. Democritus has left us considerable information as 
to his theories respecting sight, hearing, tasting, and touch- 
ing, but what we know of his views on the sense of smell 
can be stated very briefly. 

He reduced it (as he did all the other senses) to a mode 
of touch”, ‘ Why is it that Democritus, while he explained 
the various objective tastes in conformity with the sense of 
taste, omitted to explain objective odours and colours in 
conformity with their subjective senses? He ought, if con- 
sistent, to have explained these sensibles too by his theory 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 7; Diels, Vors., p. 176 ’Epmedoxdjs 8€ 
mept dracdv dpoiws Aéyet Kal not TH evappdtrew els tors mépovs tors 
7 > , a \ \ > , ie , ’ o a ‘ 
exaotns aigOaverGar’ 81d kai ov Bivacba Ta adAnAwy Kpivety, Ott TOY pev 
(Sc. ai Ojvewy=aicOnrnpiov) evpitepoi mas, trav dé oTevorepor Tuyxdvovow 
oi mépot mpds TO aigOnréy, ws Ta pey OvX drrdpeva StevToveiy (= ‘ pristinum 
in permeando impetum servare,’ Diels, Dox., p. 500, 22 n.), ra 8 dAws 
ceive Oeiv ov Svvacbat, 


* Anist. de Sens. iv. 442% 29; Mullach, Democr., p. 405, 
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of “figures”1,’ Theophrastus tells us that in his theories odour de- 
respecting smelling, touching, and tasting, Democritus fae biee 


‘resembled most other philosophers”. For him, as for most sea ; 
eory 0 


of the other @vovodAdyo, all the several senses were ulti- odour at 


mately modifications of the sense of touch. So with the @l!, except 
by stating 


objects of these senses: they too were but variations of that it is 


the tangible, their qualitative distinctness being merely */'0¢ <0! 


subjective—due to gavracia®. Having explained in detail range 
Tom 


the various sensations and objects of tasting, he probably odorous 


t ine— bodies and 
thought that those of smelling—closely related as they are to pete 


those of tasting— could be easily explained on the analogy thenostrils. 
of these, as deducible from the figures of the atoms which 

caused them. However this may be, ‘he neglected to add 

a definite account of odour ; all he tells us respecting it is 

that the finer matter, passing by emanation from the heavy, 
produces odour. What the particular natures of the agent 

and patient in this sensory operation are he did not go on 

to inform us, though this was the main point *.’ 


Anaxagoras. 


§ 8. ‘Anaxagoras asserts that we exercise the sense of Function 
smell in connexion with the respiratory process 5. ‘ Large eee 


animals (according to Anaxagoras) hear loud sounds, and at Smelling 
' . connected 
great distances... small animals low sounds and those close with in- 


by. And it is likewise as regards the sense of smell ; for air balation. 


1 Theophr. de Odor. § 64; Diels, Vors., p. 390 ri 8 more Anpo- 
Kptros Tovs pev yupovs mpos THy yedoty drodidwor, tas 8 dcpas kal ras xpdas 
OVX Spolws mpos Tas Uroketpevas aicOnoes ; der yap ex TAY oXNUAToP. 

2 Theophr. de Sens. § 57 mepi pév dews kal axons otras drodidwat, Tas 
8€ addXas aicOnoeis oyedov Spoiws trovet Tois mAEloTOLS. 

8 Cf. Theophr. de Sens. § 63 rv dé drow alcOnradv ovdevds evar Pio, 
GAG ravra TaOn Tis aigOnoews addovovperns, e& fs yiverOat thy havraciay. 

4 Theophr. de Sens. § 82; Diels, Vors., p. 396; Dox., p. 524 mepi de 
dopns mpocapopicew mapixey mAHY roTOUTOY, Ott TO hemTOv aroppéov ard THY 
Bapéwv rrovet rv ddunv' motoy dé re tTHv prow by bird tivos macrxet, ovKere 
mpoceOnkev, Onep tows Hv Kupioratov, Of dduny Diels (Dox. l.c.) says 
*servavi ut Democriteum.’ For the Epicurean and probably Demo- 
critean theory of smelling, cf. further, Lucret. iv. 673-86 with Giussani’s 
notes. 

5 Theophr. de Sens. § 28; Diels, Vors., p. 323 @cavras d€ kal da- 
ppaiverOa ... dua rH} avarvor 
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when thin (he says) is more odorous, since in proportion as 
it is heated and rarefied its odorousness is increased. A 
large animal, as it respires, while inhaling the rare air 
inhales the dense also, but the small animal draws in 
the rare air by itself; wherefore large animals are more 
perfect in this form of sense. For odour is more pro- 


nounced (ya@AAov etvat) when near than when far off, on 


account of its greater density (in the former case), and 
its being weakened by dispersion (in the latter case). He 
states that as a rule large animals are insensible to the 
finer sort of odour, while small animals fail to perceive 
the denser kind!.’ According to Theophrastus, Anaxagoras 
held that the larger animals had a more perfect sense of 
odour, as well as of other sensibles, than small animals 
possess. The general reason for this is that, while the 
former inhale both the dense and the rare, the latter inhale 
the rare alone. On this Theophrastus observes that ‘it 
exposes Anaxagoras to a peculiar difficulty. Anaxagoras 
asserts that the rare air is the more odorous, yet that a more 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 30; Diels, Vors., p. 323, Dox., pp. 507-8 kat 
emt THs oappnaews Spoiws’ dew pev yap paddov Tov emroy aépa, Geppat- 
vopevoyv pev yap kal pavovpevoy Ce. ’Avamvéov dé TO pev peya (doy Gua 
T@ pave kal rov muKvoy EAkew, TO dé puxpov avTov Tov pavdy’ 610 Kal Ta peydda 
HaAXov aicOdvecOa. Kal yap tiv dcpiy eyyds (Sc. ovcav) civar paddov 7 
moppe dia 7d muKvorépay eivar, cxedavyuperny O€ dacbevn. ayeddv S€ ws ciety 
ovk aicOdver Oar ra pev peydda ris AewTHs [dépos], Ta dé puxpa THs TUKYTS. 
I have thought it better to read, according to Diels’ former suggestions 
Dox. p. 507, 33 ., Tov muxvov for 76 7., and adtév roy paver for avtd Tov p. 
Though 16 mukvdv (=rov ruxy. dépa) would serve, yet avr roy p. certainly 
perverts or ignores the reasoning. Also with Diels, Dox., p. 508, 4n., 
I reject dépos (after r7s Aemtns) as a ‘glossema,’ and understand 
dopis with the adjectives Aemrns and muxvijs. In his Vorsokratiker 
he does not give effect to all these suggestions, printing tov 
nukvdv indeed, but keeping the avré, and printing ris Aewris dépos in 
open type, as if to mark a quotation, and to assume that Anaxagoras 
made ayp feminine. But the ris muxvns is not so printed by Diels, nor 
is it likely that Theophrastus would have thus once retained the 
Homeric and Hesiodic gender of this word, even if we assume Anaxa- 
goras to have used it in the passage of which Theophrastus was here 
thinking. Besides édxew is the verb used of taking in the mere djp both 
just above, and later, Th. § 35 ad jin. (fev pravoy €Axet): while aicOave- 
oa: seems properly to require dcp7, as object of the sense of smell. 
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acute sense of smell is possessed by the animals which 
inhale the dense air than by those which inhale the rare! 
We can, however, find at least a partial solution in the 
fact that while the smaller animals are confived to inhaling 
the rare air, the larger inhale both the rare and the dense. 
But a difficulty remains. In the next sentence, we read, 
as a further reason for the superiority in this respect of the 
larger animals, that odour is more pronounced (uaAdov 
eivat) when close at hand than when at a distance, on 
account of its being more condensed when near, and _ be- 
coming weakened through dispersion when at a distance; 
and that the smaller animals are defective in their per- 
ception of the more condensed form of odour, while the 
larger fail in that of the rarer form. How these are 
reasons for the proposition that the larger animals paddov 
aicOdvecOa.—have the more perfect sense of smell—is not 
easy to understand. We may, however, suppose that the 
larger animals receive into their larger olfactory organ 
a greater quantity of the enfeebled odour from a distant 
object, and thus perceive it, while the smaller, receiving 
only a small quantity, fail to notice it. But there seems to 
be an incoherency in the argument, arising from confusion 
and interchange between ar (rare or dense) as object of 
smelling, and odour proper, with air merely as its vehicle. 
That Theophrastus was perplexed by the argument is plain 
from what he says of it in connexion with the other senses 
(cf. supra ‘HEARING, Anaxagoras,§11). Theophrastus finds 
in the position thus taken up by Anaxagoras a resemblance 
to that of Empedocles, who held that perception is effected 
by means of emanations fitting into the pores of the sensory 
organs. ‘Anaxagoras in explaining the superior sense- 
perception of the larger animals by a proportionateness 
between the objects which they perceive and their larger 
organs of sense, seems to adopt the view of Empedocles ; 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 35; Diels, Dox., p. 509. 1 mAny eri ris dappyoews 
idtov (i.e. affecting Anaxagoras peculiarly as compared with Empedocles) 
oupBaiver dvoyepés’ SCerv pev yap pyor Tov emrov aépa wadXov, dappaived Gat 
d€ dxpiBécrepov daa Tov muKvoy 7) Tov pavoy Ehket, 
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for he represents sense-perception as due to a fitting of 
something into the pores.’ It is possible that Anaxagoras 
merely meant that the larger animals with their larger 
organs receive a larger amount of stimulus: not that they 
perceive fine distinctions, auditory or olfactory, better than 
small animals do. Their superiority of sense to the latter 
would thus be only a qualified superiority, having its 
drawbacks as we have suggested. Theophrastus may have 
misunderstood, and then misstated, the intention and effect 
of his comparison between larger and smaller animals. 


Diogenes of Apollonia. 
Organand § 9. ‘Diogenes held that the sense of smell is effected by 


ti : : si , 
eae the air around the brain, for this is compact and symmetrical 


ing. tee with odour. The brain itself is porous, and its veins are 
roun e 


brain fine, but the air around it, in creatures in which its diathesis 


nal is unsymmetrical, does not mix with odours; since if a 


cal with person were assumed to have the temperament of the air 


Teen within him symmetrical with the temperament of these, 


Saas of he would certainly also have the sensation of them 2.’ 
olfactor . . . 
niga ‘Smelling is most acute in those creatures that have 


Man’s least air in the head, for it (the air) then most quickly 
inferiority 


tocertain blends (with the odoriferous stimulus). Moreover, if 
ones one draws in the odour through a smaller and narrower 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 35; Diels, Dox., p. 509.12 ro dé mpos ra peyeOn 
THY Tvmperpiay drodiddvat ray aiaOnrar Corcev dpoiws héyerv "EpmeSokdel’ TO 
yap €vappdrrety Tots méopots trovel THY ata Onow. 

? Theophr. de Sens. §39. I give the text suggested by Diels, Vors., 
P- 344 thy pev doppnow ro mepl Tov eyxépadrov dépi’ Todirov yap 
GOpovv eivat kal ovpperpor tH dops* Tov yap éyxépadoy adrdy pavov Kai (ra) 
pr€Bia Aewra, tov 8 ev ols dv 7 SidOeots dovpperpos 7 ov pelyvvobat rais 
dapais’ as el tis ein TH Kpdoet Upperpos, Sjrov os alcOavdpuevoy dv. The 
suggestion formerly made by Diels (Dox., p. 510, 16n.) to read (ra) 
PrcBia Aerrrd, hoaov Sé ofs, comparing Arist, de Sens. 458% 7—1 Aerrdrns 
kal 4» orevdtns TaY mepl Tov eyKépadrov preBov—gave at all events the 
required sense, so far as it went ; but the difficult xaiod remained. The 
MSS. demréraroy & ev ols 7 Suadeots dovpperpos, kal od petyyrveOa cannot 
stand. Diogenes could not have said that the air or the brain is 
Aemrorarov in those whose sense of smell is defective, for according to 
him the greater the thinness of the air in the brain, and the greater the 
fineness of its ducts, the more excellent is the faculty of smelling. 
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passage (he smells more acutely), for thus it is more animals in 
quickly discerned. Wherefore in some of the other ee 
animals the sense of smell is more perfect than in man. 

Not but that man, too, if the given odour were sym- 
metrical, so as to blend duly, with the (intra-organic) air, 

would have this faculty in its highest perfection’’ In 
Diogenes, all the elements which were mixed to form 

man’s body, and all elements whatever, are reducible to 
ayp—the one substance from which all phenomenal sub- 

stances are differentiated. 

Of the physical nature of dou Diogenes has left no 
account that survives. The medium by which it was 
conveyed from the odoriferous object to the olfactory organ 
was, of course, air. 


Plato. 


§ 10. ‘With regard to smelling, tasting, and touching, plato does 


} notattempt 
as sensory functions, Plato (says Theophrastus) has told us pes ea 


nothing whatever, nor even whether there are any other tion of the 
senses besides these (i.e. the five), but he bestows particular ye ae. 
care on his theory of the odjects of the various senses.’ As regards 
; : : Ae it ; 
While he developed psychological as well as physical theories j, i 


he merely 
of seeing and hearing, his theories of the other senses, being @ssumes it 


: : ; ~ © to be the 
confined to their objects, are mainly if not wholly physical. nostrils. 
To turn to Plato himself. oekaieer! 

‘As regards the faculty of the nostrils, no classification admit of 
lvision 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 41; Diels, Vors., p. 344, Dox., pp. 510-11 
dogpnow pev ovv d€utdrny ois éhaxtatos anp ev tH Kehadryj’ Taxtora yap 
petyvucOa’ Kat mpos Tovros edyv edxn Oia paxporépou (piKporépov ? Diels) 
kat orevwrépov’ Oarrov yap ott KpiverOar’ didrrep Eta To Cowv doppayti- 
Korepa Tov avOpwreav eivat’ ov pny add, avupeTpou ye ovans THs dopns TO 
dépe mpds THY Kpaow, padiora dy aicOdvec Oat tov dvOperov, Diels’ sugges- 
tion pixporépov is supported by the sense. Perhaps paxporepov was 
a correction of some one who remembered what Aristotle says (de Gen. 
An. v, 2. 781» 10) about the more acute sense of distant sounds and 
odours being connected with longer tubes inwards from the orifices of 
the ear and nose. 

® Theophr. de Sens. § 6; Diels, Dox., p. 500 rept dé dodpnoews Kat 
yevoews Kai apis dws ovdey eipnxer, ovd’ ef mapa ravras Gat tives cio, 
GAG pAaAAov axpiBoroyeirar mepl Tov aicOnrav. Cf. ibid. supra od pry 
cipyé ye mept dmagay adda pdvov mepi axons Kat dWews. 
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into genera of its objects can be made (eldn wey odk é)1. For smells 


atti are of a half-formed nature 2 (76 rév dopey Tay juryevés), and 


elements no class of figure has the adaptation requisite for producing 
ie any smell °, but our veins in this part are formed too narrow 


xanvés Of for earth and water, and too wide for fire and air: for which 
épixr . : 
ive water Cause no one ever perceived any smell of these bodies ; but 


bead smells arise from substances which are being either liquefied 
in a F 

orair or decomposed, or dissolved, or evaporated*. For when 
passing 


to water, Water is changing into air and air into water, odours arise 


ae be- in the intermediate condition; and all odours are vapour 
ong to an 


aye or mist, mist being the conversion of air into water, and 


mediate vapour the conversion of water into air®; whence all smells 
condition 


ofthese are subtler than water, and coarser than air. This is 
cements. proved when any obstacle is placed before the passages 


finer than of respiration, and then one forcibly inhales the air; for 
water, 


coarser then no smell filters through with it, but the air bereft 


ae of all scent alone follows the inhalation. For this reason 
n 


kinds of _ the complex varieties of odour are unnamed, and are 
odour, the 


i i i i 6. 
eae ranked in classes neither numerous nor yet simple®; only 


ee two conspicuous kinds are in fact here distinguished, 
pleasant. 


Physiologi- Peasant and unpleasant. The latter roughens and irritates 

Ren all the cavity of the body that is between the head and the 

distinction. navel; the former soothes this same region and restores it 
with contentment to its own natural condition ”.’ 


? * Distinctions of kinds of smell are here denied because smell 
always has to do with an incomplete and undetermined Becoming, and 
because it belongs, as is said in what follows, only to a transient moment,’ 
TENG JEMTES Ds OS i, 18 AR, 

2 Cf. Aristotle, zzfra § 13. 

° Mr. Archer-Hind, whose translation I give, observes on this: 
‘That is, odour does not possess the structure of any of the four—/ire, 
air, water, and earth.’ 

* Boexopevav  onmopéver fh thkopevov 4} Ovptopevor. 

° clot O€ dcpal Evpmracat Kamvos if) dpixdn’ rovrwv dé 1d per e& dépos els 
Bdwp idv dpiydn, 7d b€ €& Vdaros eis dépa xanvés. Cf. Arist. Meteor. 
346” 32 ; de Sens. 443% 26-30. 

® ovk €k moddN@v odd’ daddy eiddv Syta. ‘Smells are not dmda@ be- 
cause they do not proceed from any definite single substance, nor 
moAhd, because we can only classify them as agreeable or the reverse.’ 
Archer-Hind, ad loc. 


* Plato, 72m. 66 D-67 A (Archer-Hind’s translation). For Aristotle’s 
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§ 11. Plato’s theory that smells cannot be classified is Aristotle’s 
controverted by Aristotle, but ineffectually. The theory cca eo 
itself is confirmed by modern psychologists and physio- statement 
logists. “Though we may recognize certain odours as more ee 
like to each other than to other odours, or can even make classified. 


a rough classification of odours, we cannot, as we can in the 6 affect 
case of visual colour sensations, reduce our multifarious see 
olfactory sensations to a smaller number of primary sensa- which is 
tions mixed in various proportions. Nor have we at present ree en 
any satisfactory guide to connect the characters of an physiology 
olfactory sensation with the chemical constitution of the alee 
body giving rise to it4’ For a similar judgment from 
the psychologist’s point of view cf. Wundt, Human and 
Animal Psychology (E. Tr.), p. 65. 

According to Plato, then, with whom Aristotle here 
agrees, each of the four elements per se is inodorous?. 
Theophrastus re-states the matter thus. ‘Plato holds that 
odours cannot be classified into species, but differ only as 
they are painful or pleasant. Odour is, he says, a thing more 
subtle than water, but more gross than air. A proof of this 
is that when persons inhale the breath through some obstacle 
it enters without odour. Wherefore it is like vapour or mist 
from bodies, but invisible. Vapour is the result of a change 
from water into air, but mist of one from air into water *’ 

§ 12. The pleasures arising from sweet odours are Pleasures 
reckoned by Plato among the purer kinds of pleasure. anne 


‘Those things which suffer a gradual withdrawing and eet? 
° ° ° etaica. 
emptying, but have their replenishment sudden and on more eae 


a large scale, are insensible to the emptying, but sensible rites 


of the replenishment; so that while they cause no pain touch and 


to the mortal part of the soul, they produce very intense cee 


pleasure. This is to be observed in the case of sweet bees 
t 
smells ‘4.’ In the Republic, Plato tells us that the pleasures fatter are, 


criticism of the theory that no classification of odours is possible 
cf. § 23 infra, Arist. de Sens. v. 443” 17 seqq. 

1 Foster, Zext Book of Physiology, § 860, p. 1389. 

2 Cf. Arist. de Sens. v. 443° 10 rd re yap orotxeia doopa olov mip ajp 
Udwp yi. 5 Theophr. de Sens. § 85 ; Diels, Dox., p. 525. 

* Tim. 65 A (Archer-Hind’s trans.), 
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norfol- of smell are not merely negative, i.e. depending on the 
a by removal of a pain; nor are they followed by any pain. 
sovalu- They are instances, therefore, of xaapal 1doval—pure 
able, how- 1 
ever, aa. pleasures”. 


those of In the P&ilebus also he grants that there are true 
colour and es 
sound. pleasures arising from the sense of smell. They depend 


on wants which are not felt as wants, or as painful, while 
the supply of them is felt, and felt as pleasurable?. These 
pleasures are, however, of a less exalted kind than those of 
colours and sounds. 

Aristotle. 


Difficulty § 13. Aristotle recognizes the difficulty of treating satis- 
ea factorily of the sense of smell, its objects and their 


olfactory classification, and accounts for it by the fact, as he states 
ineconty it, that this sense is in man comparatively imperfect. 
iat ‘Savours as a class display their natures more clearly to us 
man. All than odours, the cause of this being that the olfactory sense 
oe of man is inferior in acuteness to that of the lower animals, 
areforman and that this, compared even with man’s other senses, is 
aie. the least perfect of all. Man’s sense of touch, on the con- 
eee trary, excels that of all other animals in fineness, and taste 

edis- is a form of touch*’ ‘It is less easy to form definite 
pom conceptions on the subject of odour—the object of the 


cared sense of smell—than on the subjects hitherto dealt with, 
eyed crea- Seeing, hearing, and their objects. It is not as clear what 


fuses do the physical nature of odour is as what the natures of 
colours, 


whichto COlour and sound are. The ground of this is, that our 


them are * Oc : A ve 
only sig- olfactory sense is not exact in its perceptions, but inferior 


nificant of to that of many other animals. Mankind have but an 
the pre’ imperfect sense of smell; they perceive none of the objects 


papas of this sense, except in connexion with their pleasurable- 
or the 


contrary. mess or unpleasantness, which at once betrays the imper- 


1 Rep. 584 B-C el’ Oédecs evvonaat ras mepi tas dopas HSovds’ abrat yap od 
mporunnévre eLaihyns aunxavor 7d péyebos yiyvovrat, mavodpeval re ity 
ovdepiav karaheinovow. My dpa rreOdpeOa kabapay Adoviy elvar rijs AUmns 
aradXayny. 

® Phil. 51 B dca ras évdeias dvatrOnrous @xovra Kai ddvrous rds mAnpo= 
gets aiOnras kal ndeias abapas Numov mapadidwow,. 


® Cf. supra §9; de Sens. iv. 440° 30-441° 3. 
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fection of our olfactory organ. The case of hard-eyed 
animals, with regard to seeing colours, resembles that of 
man in relation to odours: the distinctive qualities of 
colours are not apparent to them except as indicating the 
presence or absence of something terrifying. With the 
same vagueness one may suppose that human beings 
perceive odours. The sense of smell appears analogous 
to that of taste, and the various kinds of odours to those 
of tastes; and yet our sense of taste is more perfect, 
which appears due to its being a mode of touch—the 
sense in which man is superior to all other animals 1.’ 


§ 14. There is a sensible analogy between smells and Sensidle 


: peas xt l 
tastes. ‘Smells are, like tastes, distinguished as sweet and jetweo, 


bitter. In some objects, however, the smell is analogous ene: and 
astes, 


to the taste; in them, for example, both taste and smell marked by 
are sweet. In others the taste and the smell are of opposite piper 
sorts. Odours, as well as tastes, are likewise distinguished It is from 
as pungent (dpcia), harsh (avornpal), acid (d€eta), and ‘tes that 


odours 


succulent (dimapal), But since odours are not as clearly have by 
discernible as tastes, it is from the latter that odour has aes thoes 
derived these distinguishing names, in virtue of the sensible 73™°S- 
resemblance between the things. For example, the smell srysicaz 


: : F +7, analogy 
of saffron is sweet, and so is the smell of honey; while). 8? 


that of thyme and such things is pungent, and so on in ane at 
like cases?’ But the analogy of smells to tastes must virtue of 


not be pressed too far. Many things have an agreeable cage 
odour, yet a most disagreeable taste, and conversely ®. of their 
‘From the physical analogy between the object of smell eae 


and that of taste, there should be an analogy between their ie 
effects on sense. This is certainly the case with some perwees 


odours and tastes. There are odours called pungent, sweet, Sener 
as none 


harsh, sour (otpvpvat), and succulent, and one might speak hand, and 
of fetid smells as analogous to dz¢ter tastes ; wherefore the eas 
former make inhalation as offensive as the latter make the other. 


swallowing *.’ The sense of smell occupies a place midway 


1 Arist. de Ax. ii. 9. 421% 7-20. 2 Arist. lc. 4218 26-421» 3. 

3 421° 27 adda rd pev €xovot... Ta S€ Tovvavtior. 

“ De Sens. v. 4436-12. For the above analogies see also § 19 2n/fra, 
BRARE iG; 


Organ of 
smelling 
in animals 
generally. 
In birds 
and ser- 
pents. 

In non- 
respiring 
animals, 
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between the two senses which are modes of touch (i.e. 
ay and yedors), and the other two which perceive through 
an external medium’. 

§ 15. The organ of smelling is (as Aristotle thinks, 
contrary to the opinion of previous psychologists, who held 
it to be of fire) constituted of air in animals which respire, of 
water in the case of aquatic animals. In the former class 
it is, perhaps, furnished with a aéua, or cover, analogous 
to the lid which covers the eye (see imfra § 18, p. 151). 
The veins or pores of this covering must be opened by 
the breath inhaled, before smelling can take place”. This 
explains why it is that we perceive odour only when 
inhaling, not when exhaling or holding the breath, and 
that under water we cannot smell, since inhalation is 
there impossible. Aquatic animals can smell under water 
just because probably they are without this covering 
of the organ of smell (véde infra, § 18). ‘The organs of 
smell are placed with good reason between the eyes. For 
as the body consists of two parts, a right half and a left, 
so also each organ of sense is double.’ This is not so 
obvious in the cases of taste and touch as in the senses 
of hearing, seeing, and smelling. ‘There are two nostrils, 
though these are combined together. Were they other- 
wise disposed, and separated from each other as are the 
ears, neither they nor the nose in which they are placed 
would be able to perform their office. For in such animals 
as have nostrils olfaction is effected by means of inhala- 
tion, and the organ of inhalation is placed in front, and 
in the middle line. This is the reason why nature has 
brought the two nostrils together, and placed them as the 
central of the three sense-organs, setting them, as it were, 
on either side of a single line, in a direction parallel to the 
inhalatory motion®.’ ‘In the generality of quadrupeds and 
viviparous animals there is no great variety in the forms 
of the organ of smell....In no animal is this so peculiar 

* 445% 5-8. 

» De An. ii. 9. 421 14 seqq.; de Sens. v. 444° 22 seqq. 


* Arist. de Part. An, ii. 10. 656% 31-6578 11 (Dr. Ogle’s Transl. with 
a few changes), 
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as in the elephant, where it attains an extraordinary size 
and strength, for the elephant uses its nostril as a hand.... 
Just as divers are sometimes provided with instruments for 
respiration, through which they can draw air from above 
the water, and thus may remain for a long while under the 
sea, so also have elephants been furnished by nature with 
their lengthened nostril ; and when they have to traverse 
the water, they lift this up above the surface, and breathe 
through it. ... A nostril is given to the elephant for respira- 
tion as to every animal that has a lung, and its proboscis is 
its nostril... . In birds and serpents there is nothing which 
can be called a nostril, except from a functional point of 
view. ... A bird, at any rate, has nothing which can be 
properly called a nose. In its beak, however, are olfactory 
passages, but no nostrils. ... As for those animals that 
have no respiration, it has been already explained why 
it is that they are without nostrils, and perceive odours 
either through gz//s, or through a dlow-hole, or, if they are 
insects, by the kypozoma ; and how their power of smelling 
depends, like their motions, upon the innate spirit of their 
bodies which in all of them is implanted by nature and not 
introduced from without?.’ ‘Another part of the face is 
the nose, which forms the passage for the breath.... 
Through this part is performed respiration. It is, indeed, 
possible to live without breathing through the nose, but 
through this alone smelling, i.e. the sense by which we 
perceive odour, is effected. Its parts—for it is bipartite— 
are the septum, which is of cartilage, and an empty duct 
on either side of this*.’ ‘Nature, as it were en passant, 
employs the respiratory process, in the case of certain 
animals, for the purpose of the sense of smelling. Hence, 
almost all animals have the sense of smell, though all have 
not the same sort of olfactory organ %.’ 

§ 16. The sense of smelling operates through a medium— 


1 Arist. de Part. An. ii. 16. 658” 27-659» 19 (Dr. Ogle). 
2 Arist. Hist. An. i. 11. 492” 5-17. 
§ Arist. de Respir. 7. 473% 23-7 ; cf. de Sens. v. 444° 25-8 for similar 
words, 
L2 


Medium of 
smelling : 


148 THE FIVE SENSES 


air or air or water}, Aquatic animals appear to have a sense of 


Meade odour. This sense is possessed alike by sanguineous and 


medium of by bloodless animals, and generally by al! which live in the 


eae air (ra év dépt); for some of the last come from great dis- 
creatures. tances directly to their food when they have got the scent 
The : ; Fe ay 

general of it. What the organ of smelling (or hearing) is in the 


eat case of fishes and other animals that live beneath the water 


‘dia- | is not known*. But the medium is in general the same 

ee as that of seeing, viz. the diaphanous: only it is not gua 

ne diaphanous that it serves as medium of smelling, but (§ 19 
ot how- 


ever gua fra) gua having the power of washing or rinsing its native 
diapha- quality out of the sapid dryness (p. 152, n.1). How the 


nous is this , 
a medium medium acts, or how odour is conveyed through or by it 


oe aoa from the odorous object to the organ, had been considered 


capable of before Aristotle’s time. Older writers took the essential 


extractin : S 
andabso-b- constituent of the organ of smelling to be fire*, and regarded 


sete op OdOur itself as a fumid exhalation (xamvedys dvabvulacis) 
the sagid Consisting (according to Aristotle) of the elements earth 


ary. For- : : oy : 
mor writers 20d air®. ‘Indeed,’ says Aristotle, ‘all are inclined to this 


* 419* 32, 443° 2, 419% 35, 421 9-11, 533° 4, 444° 21. 

? 421>12. ‘The old hypothesis that vultures find their prey by the 
aid of this sense (smell) has been abundantly disproved.’ Romanes, 
Mental Evolution in Animals, p. 92. 

5 444> 15, 656% 36. * 438° 20-22. 

5 443° 21 seqq. In de Sens. ii. 438% 20-25 Aristotle himself appears 
to adopt these very views of the organ and object of smelling. 
Baumker, however, with whom Zeller (A7zs¢. ii. 63 n., E. Tr.) agrees, 
on the strength of the reading ¢«? before det, asserts (Arist. op. cit. 
p- 31) that Aristotle there speaks not from his own but from an alien 
point of view with which he does not agree. Kampe, Erkenntniss- 
theorie des Arist., p. 77, accepts the statements of de Sens. ii as 
containing Aristotle’s own opinions, notwithstanding the inconsisten- 
cies which thus emerge. The health-theory of écpy, propounded in 
de Sens. v (where the statements of ch. ii that dcpy is xamrvadns 
avaOvpiacts is energetically contradicted) requires this very assumption 
of dour being éx mupds ; for the wholesome effect of dou on the brain 
is derived from the heat of the former. Cf. 444 1 cvpperpos yap 
aitay (sc. rv dcpav) 7 Oepudrns, and also 444% 22-4 4 yap ths dopas 
Suvauis Geppy rv pvow. Though dnp is ot and moist, I cannot think 
that it is to air and not fire that the heating effect of dcp is intended 
to be ascribed in these passages. How the inconsistency is to be 
explained is another matter. See zufra, § 22. 
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exhalation-theory. It furnished them with the analogy had made 
which they sought for to explain the transmission of the ‘hé ¢se- 
odorous particles through the medium. Heraclitus implied ment of 

his acceptance of it when he asserted that ‘if all existing ‘Y° 08%" 


things were reduced to “smoke”? (i.e. the above fumid Sa hee 
exhalation) the nose would be the organ which would Ser 


perceive or discern all things.’ Aristotle (de Sens. v re ee 
though he regards odour as naturally ‘hot, rejects this evapora 


theory of its being xamvddns dvabupulacts, for other reasons Seaeb 


but particularly because (a) since fumid exhalation does not held the 
occur under water, it leaves inexplicable the fact that fishes rheeg ora. 


have the olfactory sense; and because (d) this theory is odour. 

é Conditions 
analogous to, and must stand or fall with, the theory of of perfec- 
emanations, which he has already declared to be untenable. penne 


All that has been urged against the theory of dzoppoat sense, (a) 


E ; : distant 
in relation to the other senses, may be used in argument perception, 


against it in relation to the sense of smell. Aristotle (2) nice 
probably intends here to confute Plato, who regarded all canon 


odour as either xamvés or dulydn?. Perfection of the sense The former 
depends on 


of smelling, as of the senses of seeing and hearing, involves having 


two things, viz. (2) perception of its object at a long ae Sayed 


distance ; and (4) nice discrimination of differences of connected 
quality in the object. The latter element of perfection None ike 


depends on the purity of the organ, and the freedom from at on 
alien matter of the membrane which covers it. The former te hs a 
element depends on the length of the passages in the organ ae es 
which convey the external stimulus inwards to the ‘ point of Depen- 
sense.’ These rules of perfection hold alike, indeed, for the cee 


three organs which have external media, viz. those of seeing, function 
hearing,and smelling*®. Weare led to infer that the operation ice 
of smelling is ultimately effected by the ovypurov mvedua, or 7H 
connatural spirit, with which the olfactory channel is filled. 
This spirit conveys the dcp7, or stimulus of dogpnois, to the 
blood vessels around the brain, and thence to the heart. 
The case is analogous with that of hearing *. 

1 xanvés. It must be remembered that by words like this and anp the 
Greeks denoted what we, after van Helmont, speak ofas ‘gases.’ The word 
‘air’ did duty for the idea of ‘gas’ in English until about 100 years ago. 

2 Cf. § 10 supra. 5 7818 17-209, * 744* 3 seqq. 
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§ 17. In mankind and other creatures which have lungs 
and respire, the power of smelling is suspended while the 
breath is held or exhaled’. Only while inhaling can 
a person smell, as may be ascertained by experiment’. 
‘Since bloodless animals do not respire, and yet possess 
olfactory sense, some one may doubt whether it is really 
this sense which they possess, and not some other over and 
above the common five senses. To this we reply that, 
if what at such times they perceive is odour, it cannot be 
that they perceive it by any other than the olfactory sense; 
for the sense which discerns odour, pleasant or unpleasant, 
is the olfactory sense and nothing else*.’ ‘That creatures 
which do not respire possess this sense is evident. Fishes 
and all insects have, thanks to the species of odour cor- 
related to nutrition (vide infra § 23), a keen sense of their 
proper food from even a very great distance; e.g. bees 
as regards honey, and also ants, of the small kind called 
xvimes. Among marine animals, too, the purple-fish and 
many other similar creatures have an acute perception 
of their food by its odour‘, ‘Further, they are dele- 
teriously affected by strong odours of the kind by which 
human beings are injured, e.g. those of bitumen, brimstone, 
&c. These animals, therefore, must possess the sense of 
smell even without the faculty of respiration 5.’ 

§ 18. ‘It is not so easy to be confident as to the organ by 


* 421 18 Gdda 1d dvev rod dvamveiy py aicOdverOar idiov emt roy 
av6ponwv. This sentence is, as Hayduck (Observationes criticae in 
Arist., Greifswald 1873) pronounces, corrupt: it states what is both 
false er se and contradictory of 419> 1-2 6 peév dvOpwros kal tov meCv 
6a dvarvei ddvvata dopaobat py dvanvéovra: as also of 444> 16-24 and 
473° 15-27. He also finds dvOpérwyv in 421» 18 wrongly opposed to 
mavrwv (aicOnrev) just before. He therefore reads (instead of dvépdmav) 
dofpavréy, thus getting rid of an extraordinary proposition, and making 
perfect sense. 

* De An. ii. 9. 421» 13-19. While the breath is being held or 
exhaled no odorous object can be smelled—not even if placed within 
the nose on the very nostril. But (adds Aristotle) contact between 
object and organ defeats perception in the cases of all the mediated 
senses. % 42> 19—23: cf. 444” 19-21. 

* 444? 7-15. ® 421 23-6. 
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which they smell. Though they have the olfactory sense, the organ 
the organ of this sense in them cannot be like that in man chee 
and creatures which respire. In the latter, this organ, as creatures. 


compared with the analogous organs in the other creatures, 2%, YS 


seems to differ from them much as man’s eyes differ from see to 
: 5 a e liite 
those of hard-eyed animals. The eyes of man have, in their for vision. 


lids, a kind of shelter or envelope, whence a person cannot KS 
see without first raising and removing the eyelids. But organ may 
hard-eyed creatures are without anything of this sort ; they a pe oa 


see at once whatever presents itself to them in the diapha- while that 


5 a8 ; f non- 
nous medium of vision.’ ‘ They do not need, besides eyes, respiring 


an eye-opening apparatus, but see directly, once there is sere 
° a 1s withou 
anything to be seen*.’ ‘In the selfsame way in the non- it. Re- 


respiring animals the olfactory organ seems to stand pene 


uncovered, like the eye in the case described ; while in tingently, 


creatures which respire this organ seems to have upon it ee 


a sort of lid (w@ua) or curtain (ét.xdAvypa), which the breath of nature, 
inhaled lifts off and removes, the veins and pores being then ver haa 
dilated ; hence they can smell only when inhaling. In ee 
creatures which do not respire, this lid may be regarded as 
permanently removed *.’ ‘The reason why animals which 
respire cannot smell under water is now manifest. To smell 
they should inhale air, and for them to do this under water 
would be impossible +.’ The connexion, therefore, between 
the sense of smell and respiration is not, as Empedocles 
thought, necessary, but merely contingent (§ 15 supra). 

§ 19. Physically regarded, odour consists of the Dry, just Object of 


as taste consists of the Moist, and as the object of smell oe 
ts actually, such is the organ fotentially®, As, therefore, regarded 


there is a sensible analogy between tastes and smells, SR Ayenee 


there is a physical analogy also, resting on their origin anaes" 
. . . odour an 
respectively. ‘Our physical conception of odours must be taste, so 


analogous to that of savours, inasmuch as the sapid moist oo labor 


(see note I, p. 152) effects, in water and air alike, in the cold on 


sphere of another sense, what the (nutrient) dry effects in eke ‘ 
1 Arist. de An. ii. 9. 421” 26-32. 2 444> 27-8, 
8 42r> 32-422 3 and 444? 21-8. * 422" 3-6, 


® Theophr. de Sens. § 21; Diels, Vors., p. 179. § 4229 6-7. 
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the water (moist) only?. We attribute diaphanousness to 
both water and air; but it is not in virtue of this quality 
that either of these is a vehicle of odour, but in virtue of 
the power which the so-called diaphanous has of rinsing 
out, and so contracting, the quality of sapid dryness from 
objects which possess it. Again, if the dry produces in 
water and air an effect as of something washed out into 
these, there must be an analogy between savours and 
odours. ... Plainly, odour is, in water and air, what savour 
is in water. This explains why excessive cold, as of frost, 
dulls the odour and taste of things; as it destroys the 
kinetic heat by which sapidity—the base of odour—is 
wrought into the substance of the moist. That the object 
of smell—odour—exists not only in air, but also in water, is 
proved by the case of fishes and testacea, which are seen to 
possess the faculty of smelling, in spite of the fact that 
water does not contain air (since air generated under water 
always rises to the surface and escapes), and though these 
creatures do not respire. Hence, if we grant that air and 
water are both moist, it follows that we may define odour 
as the natural substance of the sapid dry in a moist medium? ; 
and whatever is of this nature is an object of smell 3. 

§ 20. We may see by comparing the things which have 
odour with the things which have it not, that the property 
of odorousness originates in that of sapidity. Simple 
substances (viz. the elements earth, air, fire, water) are 
tasteless, and hence they are inodorous*. The elements 


1 442» 27-4432 2. The nutrient dry produces sapidity in water: the 
sapid moist produces odorousness in air and water. The quality of 
sapidity is derived from ro énpéy, which, however, to be tasted, has to 
be presented in a moist vehicle, or medium. In this medium it can 
be called the sapid moist, and as such it is the foundation of odour, 
The €yxvpov Enpdy is the ultimate, the ¢yxvpov vypdv the proximate 
cause of odour. Hence Aristotle uses either expression—sapid dry 
(443° 2) or sapid moist (442° 29)—in this connexion, and Torstrik’s 
Enpov for bypdy in 442 29 is needless. 

* In air or water; air is hot and moist as water is cold and moist. 

®* Arist. de Sens. v. 442” 30-443* 8 and 443> 6-16. 

* Cf.Theophr. Hepi’Oopay, i. 1 al dapat rd pev drop ek peiteds clot kabdrep 
oi xupol" To yap dpyetkrov Grav Gocpoy, Sorep axupor, 8.6 kal ra dda Godpa, 
oiov Vdap anp mip’ 7 S€ yh pddiora j psn ddpny exer, 81d pddtora peKTy. 
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are inodorous because in them the moist and the dry are taste have 


without sapidity, until some added ingredient introduces it. a 


Sea-water, on the other hand, possessing savour as well as Sethe 
dryness’, possesses odour also. Various other substances sapidity. 

are found to vary in odorousness directly in proportion to inte ae 
their sapzdity. Such are salt as compared with soda, wood sically the 


as compared with stone; bronze and iron as compared with **™* 

gold*. ‘In fact odour and savour are physically almost 

the same affection, though each is realized for sense under 

different conditions from the other °. Odour is in its nature 

possessed of heating power *, a property which, as we shall 

see, makes it conducive to the health of the brain. Odour 
§ 21. Odour is transferred from the odorous object to the one 


olfactory organ in a medium which, as we have seen, may be Ce 
Colour 
air or water. Its passage through the medium is not igs the only 


instantaneous; unlike light, it requires time to travel. sae 


A person who is nearer to an odorous object perceives which 


its odour sooner than one who is farther off>. Odour is aE 


wafted to us in the air, so that we can smell distant objects. ¢vansitu. 
So savour is propagated through water, and, no doubt, 
if we were denizens of the water, we should be able to 
taste things, as we now smell them, from a distance ®. 
The stimulus of smell like that of hearing takes time to 
reach us. The only object of sense which involves no 
time of transit is the object of vision, colour, which depends 
on light: for light has no transit-time. Its diffusion is 
co-instantaneous in diverse places. 
In reading this account of odour travelling through a 


1 £npdrnta: sea-water, according to Aristotle, contains earth, the 
distinctive characteristic of which is dryness, de Gen. An. iii. 11. 
761» 8-12; Meteor. iv. 4. 382% 3 A€éyerat S€ Tov orotxetwy idtairara Enpod 
per yn, © 3 T1Bépeba S€ Vypod cHpa Vdwp, Enpod dé yy, 

2 4438 8-21. Aristotle’s theory of odours depends on his theory of 
tastes, hence a good deal of the above must, to be understood, be read 
in the light of what will follow in the section on Tasting. 

8 440 29-30. TdOos = the effect of the (éyyupov) Enpdv in the bypdy 
—of air and water, or of water only. 

* 444° 24-5. ° 4469 23. 

° 422° 11-14, 447% 6-9, Taste, for Aristotle, is, however, a mode of 
Touch, 434” 18-24, 
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medium one should not forget that Aristotle steadfastly 
opposed the theory of dzoppoal, or particles floating from 
the object to the organ. What he believed was that the 
object caused a change (xivnots or dos) in the adjacent 
part of the medium, which change, propagated onwards 
to the point where medium and organ meet, became the 
stimulus of perception. (See de Ax. iii. 12. 434° 27 seqq.) 

§ 22. ‘Odour is not fumid evaporation 1, consisting of 
earth and air. Popular though this idea of it has been, 
we must reject it. Yet all writers incline to take odour as 
evaporation in some form, whether fumid or humid?, or 
either indifferently °. The humid is mere moisture, but 
fumid evaporation is, as we have said, composed of air 
and earth. The former, when condensed, forms water ; 
the latter, a species of earth. Odour is not either of these. 
The one, too, consisting as it does of water, is tasteless, and 
therefore without odour; while the other evaporation cannot 
occur in water, and would not, as physical basis of odour, 
account for the fact that subaqueous or aquatic creatures 
possess a sense of this *.’ 

It causes much surprise when, on turning from the 
chapter in which we read as above to an earlier chapter 
of the de Sensu, we find it stated that odour, the object 
of smell, is (xamvédns dvadvytacis) fumid evaporation: the 
proposition denied so energetically three chapters later. 
‘The olfactory organ is essentially composed of fire’ (we 
read in ch. ii); ‘for the olfactory organ is potentially what 
the olfactory sense (as actualized) 5 is actually. The object 
is that which causes the actualization of each sense; so 
that the sense itself must, to begin with, have the corre- 
sponding potentiality. Now odour, the object of this sense, 
is fumid evaporation, which arises from fire; hence the 


* Cf. 341° 6 seqq., 357 24 seqq. xamvedys dvabvutucts is, in plain 
English, a form of smoke, carves. 2 ¢Mistlike evaporation,’ drpis. 

* It will be remembered that Plato reduced dcp in all forms to 
either kamvds or duixAn, i.e. to the kamvadns dvabupiacis or the drpis of 
our passage. * De Sens. v. 443% 21-31. 

° b yap evepyeian dahpnars, rovto Suvdper 76 dapayrixdy, Where dagpnors 
—the actualized sense—is awkwardly put for déc4—its actualizing object. 
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organ that is brought to actuality by this object is 
potentially fire.’ 

Is is not easy to explain this discrepancy or to explain 
it away. To assert (see p. 148, n. 5) that in the earlier 
passage Aristotle speaks from an alien point of view is not 
sufficient. Aristotle himself adopts and everywhere main- 
tains all the points there laid down respecting the nature 
of the other organs. The thermic property of the object 
of smell is plainly asserted? even in ch. v, in the argument 
which expounds the wholesome effect of odours upon the 
brain of man. This effect they owe to their thermic 
properties. Thus, notwithstanding the denial in ch. v 
that odour is kxamveédns dvabuplacts, it is there made to 
retain the property of heat which, in ch. ii, forms the 
ground of the assertion that it zs xamvoddns dvabvplacis. 
We may perhaps assume, that, despite the proximity in 
which chapters ii and v of the de Sensu now stand, they 
were written at some considerable interval of time from one 
another, which would render explicable a change of view 
on the writer’s part. We cannot suppose that in the earlier 
chapter, where écopu7y is said to be fumid evaporation, 
Aristotle merely uses the current terminology and adopts 
the current opinion, which he corrects afterwards when he 
comes to deal directly, at close quarters, with this opinion 
itself. In the Meteorologica, indeed, he adopts respecting 
dys (the light ray) a view opposed to his own theory of 
vision, but one which was and had long been current. 
There, however, he was not concerned with psychology 
but with optics, and the current view was good enough for 
his purpose; which could not be said here. We have to 
fall back upon the patchwork character of even some of 
the indisputably Aristotelean writings (however it came 
about) to explain many such apparent incongruities. 


§ 23. ‘Despite statements to the contrary *, odours are Pdonrscan 


1 4449 22-4, 444° 1. See, however, Neuhduser, 47ist. Erkenntniss- 
vermogen, pp. 20-26. 


® 443% 17 seqq. Aristotle here seems to censure Plato, 7im.: vide 
supra §§ 10-11. Plato held that odours are incapable of division and 
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divisible into species. They have an aspect in which they 
run parallel to tastes. In this aspect their pleasant or 
unpleasant quality belongs to them only as a consequence 
of their relation to savour.’ Plato, rejecting all classifica- 
tion of odours, except into pleasant and unpleasant, 
overlooked the distinction between the pleasantness of 
certain odours fer se and that of others which depends on 
appetite for the food from which they arise. But there is 
a close connexion between the taste of things and the 
nutrient faculty of the soul, and animals find the odour of 
food pleasant when they have an appetite for the food itself. 
When they are satisfied and want no more food, they cease 
to feel the odour of it pleasant. Their agreeable or dis- 
agreeable quality belongs to such odours only incidentally, 
i.e. as a result of their relationship to food ; but just because 
of this relationship, all animals without exception perceive 
them. But there is a different class, viz. that of odours which 
are per se agreeable or disagreeable, as for example, those of 
flowers, which have nothing to do with appetite (though they 
preserve health, as below explained) either as stimulating or 
as dulling it. Odours of the former class are divisible into 
as many sub-classes as there are different classes of savours. 
Those of the latter class are not divisible in the same way. 

These latter odours are perceptible to man, and man 
only, as agreeable or disagreeable. Other animals perceive 
only those of the former kind. If they perceive such 
odours as those of sweet flowers, they are not in the least 
degree attracted by them. If they perceive the odours 
which to man are essentially disagreeable, they evince not 
the slightest repugnance to them, unless, indeed, besides 
being disagreeable, they are noxious or pernicious, like the 
fumes of charcoal and brimstone. By the latter animals 
and men alike are affected, and animals, like men, shun 
them on account of their effects. But certain plants, which 
to us smell offensively, seem no way offensive to the lower 
animals, nor do they concern themselves with them, except 
as affecting their food. 


subdivision into genera and species, and can only be classed. as either 
pleasant or unpleasant. 
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§ 24. The reason why the perception of such odours is Rese 
: : : .__ why the 
confined to man is to be found in the comparative size perception 


’ * . aS > + of pleasure 
and coldness of man’s brain, which is, in proportion to his 7 Pae*" 


bulk, larger and moister than that of any other species of of sepia: 
animal. Now odour is naturally akin to the hot, and fans ci 


being introduced through the act of respiration, in the ie aoa 


case of all animals which respire, it mounts up to the animals: 


brain, and tempers with its heat the coldness of that organ 4u¢ to the 
compara- 


which might otherwise be excessive. The heat which tive large- 


odour contains renders it light, so that it naturally ascends 25,0! 


into the region of the brain, and thus produces in the latter brain. His 
1 . i greatersen- 
a healthy tone and temperature!. While this is true of sitiveness 


odour in all animals alike, man, for the reason above given, t? odour 
(as proved 


has, in his perception of odours essentially pleasant or by this per- 


#48 Ae ception) 
unpleasant, an additional provision for the same purpose. 71. 


It was nature’s own device for counteracting the dangers additional 
o> 4 Trovision 
arising from the greater size and coldness of the human Boe by 


brain. Man’s richer endowment in this sense, evidenced 52ture for 
? e warmth 


by his perception of pleasures and pains of odour in which of his brain 


other animals have no share, is thus and thus only to be ex- ee 


plained. This is the sole purpose of his perception of such ae of 
odours. That they effect this purpose is manifest enough, poled, 


for odours sweet fer se are (unlike sweet tastes, which Hence 
sweet taste 


often mislead) universally found to be beneficial, irre- (of food) 


spectively of particular states of health or appetite’. In na 

1 For medicinal effects of dcun cf. Theophrastus, Hept ’Ocpoyr, 
§§ 42 seqq.; Athenaeus 687 D (Kock, Com. Att. ii. p. 368) ovk 
oidas Ort ai ev TH eyxepar@ judy alcOnoes ddpais ndetars mapnyopovvrat 
mpogere te Oepazrevovtat, Kaba kai”Adetis pnoty év Hovnpa ovras— 

tytelas pepos 
péyiorov, dopas eykeparw xpynotas mroteiy. 
In what follows Athenaeus dilates at great length on the wholesome 
efficacy of odours sweet Zer se. 

2 Arist. de Sens. v. 443 17-4458 16. The passage in which the 
writer expounds his theory of the classification of odours is very con- 
fused and ill-composed. It digresses frequently into other matters ; 
but, worst of all, it leaves obscure the precise point on which the 
difference between man and other animals consists. At one time 
(444 3, 8, 29) the writer says, man alone fercezves the second class of 
odours. Later on (444° 31-3) he seems to qualify this, as if his 
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smells general, however, what taste is for nutrition, this smell 


sweet per; 1 
Roce AS for health}. 


betray. § 25. It has been already observed (§ 14 swpra) that the 


ro sense of smell occupies a middle position between the 
5) € Ai 5 A 
olfactory senses which perceive by contact and those which perceive 


oe the through an external medium. The senses are five, that 
senses, and js, they form an odd number; and an odd number has 


Beer “a middle unit, which answers to the position of smelling 


this among among the other five senses. Hence the odject of smell, too, 
er 
peer of has an analogous place among those of the other senses. It 


qeuine is an effect (§ 19 supra) produced zx water or air by the 
comes éyxuuov énpdv (or typdv), and therefore involves at once 
midway 


between affinities for the nutrient objects, which come within the 


a pee provinces of taste and touch, and also for the objects of 
an € : . °. ° : 
externally seeing and hearing, whence it is that water and air—the 


seg media of seeing and hearing—are its vehicles. Accord- 
odour ingly, odour is something belonging to both spheres in 
seruaied common. It has its more material side in the provinces 


the objects of touch and taste, its less material in the provinces of 
of the two P : A ye - 
classes re. Seeing and hearing. From this fanciful position Aristotle 


spectively. deduces a justification of the figure, by which he described 
odour as a sort of ‘dyeing’ (cf. Neuhduser of. czz. p. 24, 
and Arist. 441” 16) or ‘washing’ of ‘dryness’ in the moist 
and fluid *. 

Pytha- § 26. ‘The theory held by certain Pythagoreans* that 


theory that Certain animals are nourished by odour alone is untenable. 


pa is For food must be composite, as the animal structure 
nutnien 


meaning was that man alone /ee/s A/easure in their perception. We 
must suppose that this pleasurable perception by man is the dis- 
tinguishing feature in his case, and that it implies a keenness of scent 
for odours of this class surpassing that of other animals ; so that while 
they may or may not (ds «imeiv, 444% 32, Seems to indicate uncertainty 
on this point) perceive them objectively, or in their effects, at all 
events they do not feel pleasure or pain in these odours as such. Their 
sense of them lacks the vividness and force with which they impress 
the consciousness and benefit the health of man. 

* 445* 30. 

? olov Ban (‘ Abfarbung’) ris cal mdvows, 445° 4-14, 443% I. 

* On the ground of Alexander’s stating that certain physicians held 
this opinion, Zeller doubtfully refers it to Alcmaeon. 
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nourished by it is composite. Even water, when unmixed, mistaken 
does not suffice for food ; that which is to form part of the a 
animal system must itself be corporeal ; but air is even peek of 


less capable than water of assuming the required corporeal ¢, aeane of 


form. forming 
food, which 
Besides, food passes into the stomach, whence the body must be 


derives and assimilates it. The organ by which odour is cee a 


perceived is in the head, and thither—to the respiratory odour goes 


ds t 
tract—odour goes in the process of inhaling.” But, not ie ’brain; 


going to the stomach, it is impossible that odour should ne ate te 
wards 
act as food}. ean 

stomach. 


1 De Sens. v. 445% 16-29; de An. ii. 3. 414° Io. 


THE ANCIENT GREEK PSYCHOLOGY 
OF TASTING 
Alcmaeon. 


§ 1. ALCMAEON says ‘it is with the tongue that we 


Organ and ; i ; 
function of discern tastes. For this being warm and soft dissolves 
se the sapid particles by its heat, while by its porousness and 


tongue delicacy of structure it admits them into its substance and 
orous like ‘ 3 : 
Speers transmits them to the sensorium*.’ In the Placita he is 


ee reported as teaching ‘that tastes are discerned by the 
the sapid moisture and warmth in the tongue, in addition to its soft- 
Paes: ness®.’ Diogenes of Apollonia compares the tongue to a 
dissolves sponge, and Alcmaeon seemis to have had the same idea. It 
besa absorbs the sapid juices of food, and then transmits them 
aS to what Alcmaeon regarded as the sensorium—the brain. 
Helpless- This very-popular and superficial view of the matter may 
Be ass be compared with that which has still to serve for the 
to explain psychology of tasting, little though it helps us as regards 
taste. : : ° : : 
the essential point, viz. how it comes to pass that the sapid 
particles are perceived as tastes. ‘In the ordinary course 
of things these sensations are excited by the contact of 
specific sapid substances with the mucous membrane of 
the mouth, the substances acting in some way or other, 
by virtue of their chemical constitution, on the endings 
of the gustatory fibres*.” Anatomy, Physiology, and 
Chemistry, despite the enormous advantage they give the 
psychologist of to-day, have been able to advance the 
psychology of taste little beyond the popular and super- 
ficial stage at which Alcmaeon left it. Here, as in Touching, 
Psychology tends to merge itself in Physiology. 
1 Theophr. de Sens. 25; Diels, Vors., p. 104 yAarrn S¢ rods yupods 
Kpiveww® xAtapdy yap ovcay Kal padakny thew TH Oeppdrnte’ déxecOat dé Kar 
Sradiddvac 61a THY pavornra Kal dmadérnra. So Wimmer reads for MSS. 
THY pb. THS Gmaddrros. 
? Plut. Zit. iv. 18, Diels, Dox., p. 407; Vors., p. 104 ’AAkpatoy T@ 
byp@ kal TO XALap@ TO ev tH yA@rty mpds TH madaKdryTe Siaxpiverbat rods 
xupous. 


° Foster, Text-Book of Physiology, § 865, p. 1398. 
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Empedocles. 


§ 2. ‘As to tasting and touching, Empedocles says Taste: its 
nothing definite respecting either of them, not stating these 


mode in which or the causes by which they are effected, 2 i : 
. . . ° n ° 
except merely to enunciate his general principle that all apntneece 


sensation whatever is due to the fitting of emanations into redaa res 
the pores?.’ ‘ Parmenides, Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Demo- the pores of 
critus, Epicurus, and Heraclides held that the particular “® °'8** 
sensations are produced in us by the symmetrical relations 
between the pores of the sense-organ and the object of 
sense, i.e. when each sense has its proper object of per- 
ception fitting into its pores’. Theophrastus observes 
that the theory of dmoppoal is, notwithstanding objections, 
a possible theory regarding the other senses, but is met 
with difficulties of a special sort as regards those of tasting 
and touching*®. It may be that this difficulty prevented 
Empedocles from developing his theory of emanation with 
reference to the sense of tasting and touching. 

§ 3. But though, except for this vague doctrine, he Taste, od- 


teaches nothing respecting the function of tasting, Bea 


gives certain opinions on the physical nature of tastes, according 
bjectivel ded, i.e. the sapid subst hich Space 
objectively regarded, i.e. the sapid substances which cause gocles. All 


the sensations of taste. The following we learn from i: pede 
inds exIsi 


Aristotle: ‘Taste is a mode of touch. Now the natural primarily 


substance water tends to be tasteless, but it is necessary nab 


either that the water should have in itself the various particles 
genera of sapid qualities, though imperceptible owing to vesisnally 


their minuteness, as Empedocles holds, or &c.*’ In accord- small size, 
. ee F f . _ and there- 
ance with this is the view ascribed to Empedocles by Aelian fore not 


that the sea contains particles of sweet water among the Perceptible 
1 Theophr. de Sens. § 9; Diels, Vors., p. 177 mepi 8€ yevoews Kat 


apis ob diopiferat xa’ éxarépay odre ms obre &’ & yiyvovrat, mAHY 7d 
kotvov Ort TH evappsrrew Trois mépors alaOnois eorw. 

2 Aét. iv. 9, Diels, Dox., p. 397; Vors., p. 180 Mappevi8ns, "Epredoxdjs, 
"Avataydpas, Anpdxpiros, Emixoupos, ‘Hpaxdeidns mapa tas ouppetpias tov 
mépov tas Kata pépos alcOjnaes yiverOat Tov oixeiov ray alaOnray éxdorou 
éxdoTn evapporrovros. 

8 Theophr. de Sens. § 20 7d wept rhv amoppony ... mept d€ rhv dy Kat 
yevow ob padiov. * Arist. de Sens. iv. 441% 3. 
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predominating salt. ‘ Empedocles of Agrigentum says that 
there is a certain portion of sweet water in the sea, though 
not perceptible to all creatures, and that it serves for the 
nourishment of the fishes. He declares that the cause of this 
sweetness which is produced amidst the brine is a natural 
one.’ Unfortunately Aelian omits to state what natural 
cause Empedocles assigned for the sweetness of sea-water ; 
yet we may connect his view of this with what Aristotle 
tells us above, that Empedocles regarded all genera of 
taste as existing in water, but in particles too small to be 
separately perceptible. The several sorts of particles 
might combine according to their affinities, and when 
enough of them come together, and are combined like 
with like, the perceptibly sweet, bitter, harsh, acid, and 
other tastes appear?. We must further connect with this 
view the statement attributed to Empedocles that wine is 
water which has undergone fermentation*®. ‘The differ- 
ences of taste in plants correspond to the variations in the 
manifold of their nutrient particles, and hence in the plants 
themselves, since they assimilate the kindred particles, from 
that which nourishes them, differently (in different soils), 
as we see in the case of vines. It is not differences in 
the vines that make the wine good or bad, but differences 
in the soil which nourishes them*.’ The nourishment of 


1 Aelian, Hist. An. ix. 64 ’Epmedoxdns 6’ Akpayarrivos héyer te eivas 
yrukd €v tp Oardoon vdap, od act djdrov, rpdpiyov b€ rev iyOvov" Kal rH 
aitiay Tovde Tov ev TH GApn yAvKatvopevov Eyer Pvotknp. 

? Karsten, Emped., pp. 439 and 482. Cf. Arist. 357 24; Diels, 
Dox., p. 381. 

° Arist. Top. A 5. 127% 17 dpotws & odd 6 otvds éatw Bop ceannés, 
xaOdrep ’Euredoxdjys pyat; Diels, Vors., p. 205 

olvos amd hdovod méAerar aarev ev ELAM Vdap. 
Wine is water that has penetrated from the rind of the vine inwards, 
and undergone decomposition or fermentation within the wood. 

* The version is from the text of Galenus, Azs¢. PAz?., with Diels’ 
(mapa): ras diapopas rév xupav (napa) mapadrdayas ylyverOa ris 
wodvpepelas kal rov ghutav Siaddpes édxdvtwy tas awd tod rpépovros 
potopepetas. The ris Cyns) modvpepeias of Diels (Vors.) is unfortunate, 
as Empedocles held not yn but ddwp for the source of xvpoi. Cf. Diels, 
Dox., p. 439; Vors., p. 172. 
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plants, according to Empedocles, is effected by the attrac- 
tion of kindred elements into them through their pores 
from the earth in which they grow. 


Democritus. 


§ 4. According to Democritus, ‘The atomic figure has ake object 
° ee es . . taste : 
absolute existence (xaé’ atird éor), but the sweet, like objects only ws 


of sense in general, is relative and dependent on extraneous Jectively. é 
Tea i- 


things’ (mpds dAdo kal év GdAows)!, ‘He does not specify the ferences of 


atomic shapes (uop¢ds) which generate a// objects of sense, but Le ee 


rather those which form tastes (xvAév) and colours ; of these aiterace 
he treats definitely and in detail those that are the objective j, the. 


condition of tastes (ra mepl rots xvaAovs), explaining how aire of 
they present themselves as purely relative to us (avadépov pas 
THY pavtaclay mpds GvOpwnov). The acid taste (dfiv) he ea 
declares to be formed from atomic shapes that are angular, sitter, 
winding, small, and thin (ywvoeid4 2? ro cynpate kal ToAVKaUTA es 
kal puxpov Kal Aemrdv).... The sweet taste (yAvkdy) is com- beset 
posed of shapes which are spherical and not too (ayav) ee 
small. ... The astringently sour (orpupydv) is composed of tice 
shapes large and with many angles, and having very little shapes of 
rotundity.... The dztter (mxpév) consists of shapes small, ae 
smooth, and spherical, having got a spherical surface which the organs 
actually has hooks attached to it (rijv mepupéperay eiAnxdra cae But 
kal kapmas @xovoay). . .. The saline is composed of large ee 
shapes, not spherical, but in some cases also not scalene °, person has 
and therefore without many flexures. . . . The pungent *0 be also 
(dpyuvs) is small, spherical, and regular, but not scalene. . . . account. 
In the same way he explains the other “ powers” (Svvdmers) 
of each taste-stimulus, reducing them all to their atomic 
figures (dvdyoy els ta oxjpara). Of all these shapes he 
says that none is simple or unmixed with the others, but 
that in each taste there are combined many shapes, and 
that each one and the same taste involves somewhat of 
the smooth, the rough, the spherical, the sharp, and the rest. 
But of the shapes that which is chiefly involved determines 

1 Theophr. de Sens. § 69. 2 So Diels, ‘ut ex ydvos,’ Dox., p. §17 n. 

5 Diels, Vors., p. 393 GAN’ én’ éviwv kai (ov) oxadrnvar. See next page, 
note 3. 
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the effect upon sensation, and the sensible “ power” of the 
whole. It makes much difference also what the bodily 
state is with which the shapes come into relation ; for from 
this it happens sometimes that the same stimulus (ré airé) 
produces contrary subjective effects, and that contrary 
stimuli produce the same subjective effect %.’ 

§ 5. ‘Democritus investing each taste with its characteristic 
figure makes the sweet that which is round and large in 
its atoms; the astringently sour that which is large in its 
atoms, but rough, angular, and not spherical; the acid, as 
its name imports, that which is sharp in its bodily shape 
(doy 7 dyx), angular, and curving, thin, and not spherical ; 
the pungent that which is spherical, thin, angular, and curving ; 
the saline, that of which the atoms are angular, and large, 
and crooked (cxoddv) and isosceles ; the d¢¢ter, that which 
is spherical, smooth, scalene?, and small. The szcculent 
(Avrapév) is that which is thin, spherical, and small*’ We 
need not here endeavour to reproduce the reasons given, 
on the authority of Theophrastus, for the assignment of 
the particular shapes to the production of the respective 
tastes. To us the whole theory seems almost a play of 
fancy; yet we must not forget that to its author it was 
a serious attempt, on the most scientific and common-sense 
lines at that time known, to account physically for these 
sensations. Our interest in it is mainly and primarily 
historical. Except for the general idea of atomism, this 
theory of ‘atomic shapes’ has little affinity to any modern 
scientific theory of taste, physiological or psychological. 

Democritus, as sufficiently appears from what precedes, 

» Theophr. de Sens. §§ 64-7; Diels, Vors., p. 3933; Mullach, 
Democ., p. 219. 

* Mullach reads ¢yovra cxadnviav; Diels keeps the MSS. cxoddrnra, 
‘ crookedness.’ 

° Theophr. de Caus. Pl. vi. 1.6. I have given this extract for com- 
parison with the preceding. It shows that some degree of consistency 
was observed in the respective descriptions of the corpuscular shapes 
which according to Democritus go to form the various stimuli of taste. 
It may be noted that here the atoms of the saline are described as 


icookehn. This confirms the insertion of od before oxadnvav Theophr. 
de Sens, § 66. 
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reduced the sensations of taste to modifications of the 
sense of touch. This was not peculiar to his system. It 
was, says Aristotle, a doctrine shared by him with most of 
the natural philosophers? who tried to explain the sensory 
functions. They all conceived the objects which affect the 
senses generally as being ¢angzble. 


§ 6. Theophrastus, having stated that Democritus’ opinions Democri- 
as regards the sensory operations of smelling, tasting, and prec 


touching were much like those of most other writers”, criticizes 4inds of 
as follows his theory of tastes, and the physical account aians alike 
he gives of them. ‘There is this strange feature too in prt 

. . a ll- 
the theory of those who advocate the atomic shape doctrine, ferent in 


viz. the different kind of sensory effect which they ascribe Size. Theo- 
phrastus 


to atoms alike in shape, and differing only in smallness criticizes 
or largeness. For this would imply that their powers as pret 


affecting sense depend not only upon their shapes, but rs 
zons O 


on their bulks. But though one might assign atomic bulk taste pro- 
as cause of the greater force or impressiveness of a sensory duced? are 
the atomic 


stimulus, or of the amount or degree of sensory effect shapes and 
produced, it is not reasonable to explain in this way nae o 


differences in the quality or kind of sensory effect. are oe 
Temove 


Democritus’ leading hypothesis is that the sensory powers from, some 
depend on the figures® of the atoms; since, if the figures ee 
. . ° ° € 
of different stimuli were homogeneous, their effects on former 
° sy aggregate? 
sense would be homogeneous in the sphere of taste, as in BBG" Ft 


other spheres ; just as a triangle of sides a foot long agrees be true, 


with one with sides of ten thousand feet in having its three oe 
angles together equal to two right angles *.’ ees cause 
° € re- 


‘One might, as against Democritus, well ask how it is moval or 
that the different tastes are generated from or succeed peice 
one another. For either the atomic figures must be 
altered so as, for instance, from scalene and angular to 
become spherical ; or, assuming that all the various shapes 
which give rise to certain tastes are in (the moist founda- 

1 Cf. Arist. de Sens. iv. 442 29. 2 Theophr. de Sens. § 57. 

8 Theophrastus argues as if Democritus had asserted oxnuata alone 
to be the cause of the perception of sensible qualities. 

* Theophr. de Caus. Pl. vi. 2. 3; Diels, Vors., p. 390. 13; Mullach, 
Democr., p. 350. 
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tion), e.g. those of the sour, the acid, and the sweet, some 
must be separated from the rest—those, that is, which 
determined the previous tastes in each case respectively, 
and were proper to them severally—while the others 
should hold their ground ; or else, in the third place, some 
must go out from the mass and others must come in. 
Now since alteration in the atomic figures is out of the 
question, the atom being incapable of change, it remains 
either that some must leave and others must enter, or else, 
simply, that some must stay, while some leave. Both these 
latter hypotheses are untenable, however, unless it can be 
shown further what it is that produces these movements— 
what is their efficient cause!” Democritus held that the 
moist—rd typdv—is, as it were, a mavomepyia of tastes”. 
This moist is in every case the foundation of taste; the 
element in which the taste atoms are, so to speak, suspended. 
If now a change takes place in a given taste, so that, e. g., 
from orpupyvds it becomes yAuxis, either the atoms proper to 
otpudvdrns, in some given moist medium, alter their shape 
(which is impossible) to suit yAv«irms; or else from the 
portion of the moist medium which is, in the given case, 
the vehicle of orpudvdrns, those atomic shapes depart on 
which this quality depended, leaving behind them those 
proper for yAvkirns (as there must have been some such, 
since tastes are never composed of atomic shapes of one 
single kind, but a//, or many, are associated in each case, 
the predominating kind fixing the quality of the whole) ; 
or else from that portion of the moist medium which 
yielded orpuvdvdrns all the atomic shapes which character- 
ized the taste before depart, while other shapes, suitable 
to yAuxtrns, are then imported from somewhere in the wider 


} Theophr. de Caus. Pl. vi. 7.2; Diels, Vors., p. 390. 20. 

> Cf. Arist. de Sens. iv. 441® 6 # Odnv rowadrny elvar [ro vdwp] ofov 
TavoTeppiay xupov, kal dmavta pev e& Udaros yiverOa, dAda & e& Addov 
pépous, which words must, as Alexander states, apply to Democritus. 
The Empedoclean theory had been stated in the preceding line, while 
that of Aristotle himself (which was also that of Theophrastus) comes 


in the following lines. mavomeppia is used of the Democritean theory 
by Arist. 203% 20, 
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moist medium outside the given portion. The first 
supposition contradicts the fundamental hypothesis of 
atomism ; the two latter require an efficient cause which 
Democritus neglected to supply. Aristotle and Theo- 
phrastus regard water—the moist medium—as tasteless per 
sé, but capable of being qualified to sapidity by rd énpov, 
which produces its effect in the medium by the force or 
efficiency of rd depudv}. 

Theophrastus states that the different species of tastes 
were popularly regarded as seven in number, or eight if 
the saline is separated from the bitter. Thus the number 
of these would correspond with those of the different 
species of odours and of colours ?. 


Anaxagoras. 
§ 7. ‘Anaxagoras held that touching and tasting discern Tasting 


7 o ‘ : : like other 
their objects in the same fashion (sc. by contraries). For es 


that which is equally hot or cold with the organ of sense cations 
affects it with the feeling neither of heat nor of coldness ie 


when it comes in contact with it, nor do they perceive the arses 
» OF 


sweet or the acid by means of these themselves, but they of uniike 
discern the cold by contrast with the Zot, and the drinkable "PO 


unlike. 


(sc. sweet, of water) by contrast with the saline, the sweet Mee 
(generally) by contrast with the acid, according to the Wier 


deficiency of each of these respectively, as compared with warm and 
, vice versa > 


its opposite: since all alike, he says, exist within us*.’ and so in 


: an) 5 tasting, it 
According to the Anaxagorean theory of may & marti, is by the 


all qualities—those of taste as well as others—are found bitter 


5 vise 
together: where one is, there are all the rest. But some eee 


1 Cf, Theophr. de Caus. Pi, vi. 1-7, for an exposition of his own 
(which is probably a more detailed Aristotelean) account of taste, and 
a criticism of that of Democritus. 

2 Theophr. de Caus. Pl. vi. 4. 1-2 (he concludes: 6 d€ apiBpos 6 tO 
énra Katpimraros Kat dvatk@ratos); Arist. de Sens. iv. 442% 19-29. 
For Democritus’ theory of tasting cf. further Lucret. iv. 615-32, with 
Giussani’s notes. 

3 Theophr. de Sens. § 28; Diels, Vors., p. 323. 8 rdv airév d€ rpdrov 
Kal rv apinv Kal rv yedow Kpivew" 7d yap dpoiws Beppdyv Kal yuxpdv 
ovre Oeppaivery ov're Yuxew mrnordfoy, ovde dy Td yAvKY kai TO dd dv adbray 
yropite, GANA TO pev Oepyg 7d Wxpdv, To 8’ dApup rod woripov, TO 8’ o£et 
TO yAvKU KaTa THY EAhewey TH ExdoTov’ mavta yap évuTdpyxewy yoy ev Huiv, 


perceive 
the sweet, 
&c. Mav 
év nayti, 
therefore, 
where one 
taste is, all 
are; only 
some one 
predomi- 
nates and 
character- 
izes the 
total. Thus 
in our 
organisms 
too; so 
that the 
required 
contrariety 
between 
organ and 
stimulus 

is always 
present. 
The saline 
taste of the 
sea, 
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preponderate, others are comparatively deficient in certain 
cases. ‘This being so, in all composite substances we must 
conceive many sorts of matter with all sorts of qualities 
to be inherent, and germs of all things, possessing forms 
and colours and savours of all kinds. Thus, too, human 
beings are constructed, and all other animals—all things 
that possess a soul!’ Thus in the human body and in 
the organs of sense are found these infinitesimal specimens 
of all sorts of qualities; and the senses as above explained 
owe their discriminating power to the opposition between 
the qualities of the sense-organ and its object in each 
case. With regard to the physical nature of the saline 
taste, as exhibited in sea-water, we have the following: 
‘Anaxagoras supposed that when the moisture which 
originally flooded all the earth had been subjected to 
the scorching heat of the sun in its revolutions, and the 
finest part of the water had thus been evaporated, the 
sediment which remained became salt and bitter®” ‘A 
third opinion as regards the manner in which the sea 
became briny is that the water which forms it, being 
filtered through the earth, and contracting by infiltration 
the qualities of this, becomes saline, because of the earth 
containing such tastes within itself; whereof writers produced 
a proof in the fact that salt and natron are obtained from 
mines dug into the earth; and they assert that in many 
places in the earth sharp or acid savours are found®,’ 

1 Simplic. zz Phys. Arist. (Diels) pp. 34-5; Diels, Vors., p. 327.29; 
Schaubach, Anaz., p. 85 rovrwy dé ovtws éxdvt@v xpi Soxetv eveivat oAAa 
Te kal mayroia év mace Tois ovyKptyopevots Kal onéppata TavT@Y ypnudToY 
kal l3€as mavroias éxovra Kal xpotds kal 4Sovds. Diels renders this last 
word here Gerziche: in Diogenes (see 7mfra, p. 170 n. 1) he renders j8ovns 
Geschmack. But there seems to be no reason for regarding the meaning 
as different in the two cases. Probably the ideas of smell and taste 
are united in )dov7, here and in Diogenes, very much as they both enter 
into the meanings and associations of our words savour and savoury, 
ndovn thus being to yupds what nzdor is to odor. 

* Aétius, iii. 16.2, Diels, Dox., p. 381, Vors., p. 322. 32 Avaaydpas rod 
Kat’ dpxiv AipydCovros vypov meptxaevros iad Tis NAcakhs mepipopas Kai rod 
Aemtorarov eLatrpicbervtos eis dAvKida Kal mixpiay Td Noerdv broorhvat. 


* Alexander, in Arist. Meteor., p. 67 (Hayduck) ; Diels, Vors., p. 322. 
35 Tpitn d¢ dd£a mepl Oaddcons early ws dpa 7d U8wp ro bia Tis yHs dunOov- 
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Diogenes of Apollonia. 


§ 8. ‘Diogenes held that, owing to the porousness of the Organ and 


tongue and its softness, as well as to the fact that the vessels (27m ef 


from the body converge into it, the various sapid juices are the ee 
. A i - orous an 
diffused from it, being drawn to the sensorium and the Epccrbent 


intelligent i i 1,? like a 
gent governing power, as if squeezed from a sponge fen ttne 


Theophrastus also states that, according to Diogenes, tasting blood ves- 


is effected by the tongue owing to its porosity and es oe 


softness or delicacy of structure*, On the same authority pune ae 
we learn that, according to Diogenes, the tongue is in the Signifi- - 


toh f di : ‘ ’ cance of 
highest degree capable of discerning ‘pleasure (see note), mane 


inasmuch as it is most delicate in structure and porous, and, for dia- 


moreover, all the vessels extend into it; whence, too, its Fiwese of 


great significance as indicating the condition of persons who Diogenes 


are ill’. ‘For it (the air) is various in character, exhibiting QX* 


varying degrees of heat and cold, of dryness and moisture, goras) uses 


pevoy kal Suamddvoy (cf. Arist. 445% 14) adryy dApupdv yiverar ro Cxew riy 
yiv rovovrous xupovs €v atrj* od onpetov erotodvto TO Kai Gdas dpurrecOat év 
avrn Kal virpa’ elvat 8¢ Kai dfeis yupots modAayod ris ys. Theophrastus 
says that Anaximander and Diogenes of Apollonia were of this opinion, 
which Alexander, ].c., ascribes to Anaxagoras and Metrodorus. Cf. 
Diels, Dox., p. 494, who quotes Arist. MZe¢eor. ii. 2. 355% 21 seqq. and 
353°5 seqq. Empedocles (Diels, Dox., p. 381) spoke of the sea as i8pas 
Tis ‘yijs €xxatopérns tard Tov HAiov, as if suggesting by analogy an explana- 
tion of its sa/ine quality. Olympiodorus refers to Heraclitus for the 
same figure, which Aristotle allows as a poetic metaphor, but dismisses 
with contempt as a scientific dictum. 

1 Aétius, iv. 18, Diels, Dox., p. 407, Vors., p. 345. 40 Atoyévns rj dpaid- 
ryt (here = pavdrnrt) ris yA@rrns Kal rH padakdrynt Kal dia 7d cvvdrrrew 
ras amd rod adpuros eis a’riy préBas diaxeioGat rovs yvopors EXxopévovs emt 
Thy alabnow Kai rd yyepouxoy kabdrep and amoyyas, The use of the Stoic 
term ré jyenovtxdy shows us how far we are in this from the actual words 
of Diogenes, and how much reason there is to regard with suspicion 
even the substance of such information ; cf. Diels, Dox. proll., p. 223. 

2 Theophr. de Sens. § 40 tiv de yedow r7 yAorry dia 7d pavdy Kal 
drranov, 

8 Theophr. de Sens. § 43 Kpirixoraroy b€ ABovijs tiv yASrray* dirada- 
rarov yap elvat Kal pavov kai ras pd€Bas dmdoas dynxew eis airny’ did 
onpeid re mheiora ToIs Kdpvovow em avrns elvat kré, I cannot help think- 
ing that Theophrastus here misunderstood the word 7dovy, used by 
Diogenes (and also by Anaxagoras) in the traditionally limited sense 
of ‘the pleasure of taste,’ or even of ‘taste’ itself, as an objective 
thing—savour, 


170 THE FIVE SENSES 


Sov in rest and movement; and undergoes besides many qualita- 


ae or tive changes infinite in variety of savour and colour?’ 
‘taste.’ 
Plato. 


Function § 9. As to the general way in which the stimuli of taste 


and organ affect the gustatory organ we have some information—not 
of tasting. 


This sense much—from Plato in the Zzmaeus. ‘It appears that these 


ffected b js ; ‘ 
ae Y _-sc, sensations of taste—like most other sensations are 


ae an effected through certain contractions and dilatations (da 
llatations 


of the parts Tvyxploedy Té tiwyv Kal diaxpicewy yiyverOa.), but, besides 


of the these, they employ, more than other sensations do, the 
organ ; ac- 


cording to qualities of roughness and smoothness in their stimuli. 


kag Earthy particles (yjwa pépn) enter in the region of the 


iby dees ducts (pA€B.a), which are as it were the test tubes or 
Soares feelers (Soxyeia) of the tongue, reaching from this to the 


ofthe heart, and, entering, strike upon the moist and tender 
stimulating 


particles. parts of the flesh. These particles, as they are dissolved, 


Pee A cause the ducts to contract and to become dry®%.’ In this 


tongue to we have the general explanation of the manner in which the 

heart. : . . 
sapid particles work upon the organ of taste in order to 
give rise to the sensation. In the Locrian Timaeus (which 
is not by Plato, but Platonic enough perhaps to be received 
in evidence of Plato’s theory of sense) we read: ‘The objects 
of taste resemble those of touch, for it is by dilatation and 
contraction, and by the way in which particles enter into 


1 Panzerbieter, Diogenes, p. 64; Diels, Vors., p. 349. 10 gor yap 
modutporros [6 dnp], Kal Oepporepos Kai wWuxpdrepos Kat Enpdrepos Kat 
typdtepos Kal oractpe@repos Kal dkutépyyv Kkivnow éxwv, Kal GAdat modal 
Erepormotes Everot Kal nOovns Kal xpouns ameipo. By Anaxagoras 7dovn 
(Schaubach, 77. 3, p. 86, supra § 7) is used in the same way to 
signify ‘savour’ or ‘taste.’ Panzerbieter in his excellent note shows 
that the word means taste here, and Diels translates ‘noch viele 
andere Abanderungen und unendliche Abstufungen von Geschmack 
und Farbe.’ Cf. Aristot.de Az. ii. 3. 414° 13 meiva 8€ kat diva émiOvpia, 
kat 7 ev meiva Enpod kal Beppod, 7 S€ diva Wuxpod Kal typod* 6 dé xupds olov 
HSvopa rt rovtwy eoriv: cf. Xen. Anad. ii. 3.16 rod hoimkos . . . of woAXot 

- Oavpacay... thy idiérnra ris Hdovqs. In a fragment of Heraclitus 
ap. Hippol. Ref. Haer. ix. 10 780vn=‘smell’ (Bywater, Fr. xxxvi) 
ahAovovrat € dkwomep oxérav cuppeyn COvapa) Ovopacr’ dvopdterat xa” 
nOovny éxdorov. 

* Such teaching may have determined, to some degree, Aristotle’s 
theory of the heart as sensorium. 3 Plato, Zt. 65 C-D. 
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the pores (ra és tas mépws diaddce), and by their figures 
(cxnuarecot), that tastes are either astringent or smooth 
(orpupva 7 Aelia); they are presented as astringent when 
they dissolve (4mordxovra) and rinse (fdatovra) the tongue; 
the contrary are smooth and sweet?.’ 

§ 10. ‘With regard to savours (xvyév), Plato, in treating Plato's 


A ; 7 theory of 
of water, mentions four species of water. Among saps objective 


(xvdois) he places wine, verjuice (é7év), oil, honey, while tastes. 


. . F = 
among the affections (7d6eo.) which water undergoes, he cies of 


places the earthy taste (rdv yeddn xvuov), And it is by ae 
° . : € €ie- 
these particles* compressing and contracting the pores ® ment). As- 


that (tastes are generated)*. The rougher particles oe 


are the astringent tastes, those less rough ® are the harsh. saline, 


That which acts as a detergent or kathartic on the pores ee 


(rd 88 pumrixdy tdv mépwv Kal amoxaGaprixdv) is the saline. het: 
e ° ° astes, €x- 
That which is detergent in an extreme degree, so as actually plained. 


to dissolve (Score kal éxr7jxeuw) their tissues, is bitter. Those Plato had 
y the idea of 


particles which are warmed by the heat of the mouth, and, taste as a 


ascending, dilate the pores are pungent. Those which 227? 


cause fermentation ® are acid; those which together with epee: 
the moisture that is in the tongue tend to relax (d:ayvri«d) ees 


and restore it to its normal state (ovorarixa els riv pvow) are rae 


sweet". The part of the 7zmaeus which Theophrastus had sible at the 


in view here is the following: ‘These (earthy particles) Saar 


if they are very rough (rpaxvrepa) are astringent (orpupva) ee 
in taste, if less rough, they are harsh (atornpa). Those of oracle 


them which are detergent (Jumrixa) and rinse (4tomAvvovra) ® 
the whole environment (av 7d wept tiv yAG@rrav) of the 


1 Tim. Locr. 100 E. 2 The ynwa peépn of Tim. 65 D. 

3 I read mépous after Philippson for the, to me, unintelligible yupovs. 
Plato has @d€Gia in the corresponding place in the 7#aeus, and mépov 
here occurs farther on. 

* In spite of Diels’ remark on the condensation and brevity of Theo- 
phrastus in quoting Plato, it seems that there must have been—as 
Wimmer held—something lost here. I supply the sense as above. 

5 Cf. focov tpaxvvorra, Plato, 77m. 65 D. 

8 xuxdvra: cf. Céeow re kat Cipwow, Tim. 66 B. 

7 Diels, Dox., p. 525.4; Theophr. de Sens. § 84. 

® Similar terms are used by Aristotle in connexion with the physical 
stimulus of taste. 
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tongue, if they do this immoderately, and fasten upon it so 
as to dissolve some of its very tissues, as is the power of 
alkalies (4 rév Alrpwv dvvapis), all under such circumstances 
are named Jitter ; those which come short of the character 
of the aforesaid alkalies, and have the rinsing effect in but 
a moderate degree, are called saline (dAvxd), being without 
rough bitterness, and appear rather agreeable than otherwise. 
Those which go into partnership (kowwvjoavra) with, and 
are soothed (Acawéueva) by, the warmth of the mouth, 
being both set aglow themselves and, in turn, acting as 
counter-caustics (dyrikdovra) on that which caused their 
heat, being borne upwards by their lightness towards the 
senses of the head (mpds ras tijs xepadts aloOjoes), and 
cutting through all that they come in contact with—on 
account of these powers all such are called pungent (Spiyéa). 
But when these same earthy particles have been progres- 
sively fined down by decomposition, and insinuate them- 
selves into the narrow veins (sc. of the tongue), being as 
they are symmetrical with such particles of earth and air 
as are already in these, so that, setting these particles in 
motion, they cause them to be mixed together (epi GAAnAa), 
and, as they are mixed, to tumble about, and, entering 
severally into different places, to produce concavities which 
envelop the things that enter them, and which, being but 
hollow globules of water, become dewy vessels of air, when 
the dewy cellule of each, whether earthy or pure, has 
enveloped a particle of air; so that those of them which 
are of pure moisture form transparent encinctures for the 
air, and are called bubbles, while those which are made of 
the earthy moisture, that sways and rises in all parts alike, 
exhibit what is called seething or fermentation: then that 
which is the cause of all these affections is denominated acid. 
An affection the opposite of all those thus described is that 
arising from an opposite cause, when the collocation of the 
entering particles in the moist environment, being naturally 
akin to the normal condition of the tongue, glazes and 
smoothes over the roughened parts, while, as for those 
abnormally contracted or dilated, it contracts the latter and 
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relaxes the former, and re-establishes all as far as possible 
in their normal state. Every such remedy of the violent 
affections being, when it takes place, pleasant and agreeable 
to every one, is called sweet!’ In this passage Plato, 
largely by the aid of a vivid and not unscientific imagina- 
tion, attempts to describe what would now be called 
a chemical process. In thus explaining the effect of the 
stimuli of taste upon the organs, he has taken a considerable 
step beyond his predecessors, so far as they have left us 
any knowledge of their views on this subject. Modern 
empirical psychologists have at command more perfect 
knowledge of the gustatory tissues and structures, but the 
conception which still vaguely dominates theories of tasting, 
is that of chemical changes set up by the sapid particles in 
the gustatory apparatus. Chemistry as a science did 
not exist in Plato’s time, or for many centuries afterwards, 
and it is, therefore, the more surprising that he should 
have had recourse to an idea which is purely chemical for 
his explanation of at least one of the objects of taste—the 
acid. In this he shows a conception far in advance of all 
predecessors, and more developed than that of Aristotle. 

§ 11. ‘Most forms of waters intermingled with one Mica: 
another are, taken as a whole class, called saps? when they (xvpoi). 
have been filtered through the plants that grow out of oe 
the earth®; but having, owing to their various mixtures, eecnene! 
severally acquired dissimilar natures, they present, for the water, pro- 
rest, many nameless kinds ; yet there are four of them which duced by 


filtering 


are of a fiery nature, and which, being most transparent, have ee) 
: ‘ : the ti 
received special names :—(1) That which warms the soul ¢fpiants.. 


together with the body is we. (2) That which is smooth Four spe- 


= aes cial sorts : 
and dilates the visual current (S:axpurixdy dYews), and there- (;) wine; 


fore presents itself as bright in appearance, and glistening fake 03 
and oily—a thing of oily species—such is resi, or castor- verjuice. 


er , ; - : Th 
oil (xix), or common o/ive-oil (édator) itself, or other things 57C Ratts 


1 Plat. Tim. 65 D-66C. its effects 
2 yvpoi is here used by Plato in the sense in which xvAo/ is regularly 
used by Theophrastus. 
§ iddraop etdn ... Edprrav pév Td yévos dia ray ex ys Purdy nOnpéva xvpot 
Aeyopevot, 
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upon the of the same power. (3) That which relieves the tension 


organ—the of the passages in the mouth and restores their natural 
tongue. 


condition (d:axurixdy péxpt pvoews TOY Tepl Td oTdua Evvddwr), 
producing by this property sweetness to the taste—this has 
received the name of soney as its most general appellation. 
(4) That which dissolves the flesh (d:aAurixdv ris capkds) by 
burning, a frothy kind of substance (appades yévos), is, 
when singled out from all the other saps and taken by 
itself, what has been named verjuice'.’ For Plato the organ 
of tasting is ‘the tongue’; he (like Aristotle) does not 
speak of ‘the palate’ as concerned. Plato does not probe 
into questions (a) respecting the proper organ of this sense, 
or (4) regarding its relationship to touch or smell. 


Aristotle. 


Objectand §12. Tasting is the variety of touching which peculiarly 
deg subserves nutrition. The object of taste, viz. the gustadle, 
Tastea is something tangible *: this explains why it is not per- 
ay a ceptible through a foreign body interposed as a medium ; 


medium for the sense of touch acts through no foreign (i.e. extra- 
notexternal : é 5 5 ss 
ihe organic) medium. The tongue is, however, itself a medium, 


body. The though internal, i.e. belonging to the body. It is related 


tongue or en 

its flesh is, to the organ of taste proper, as e.g. air is to the organ 
roperly, : 3 , A ss 
vvedium of Of hearing *®. Moreover xupuds, the object of taste, is con- 


taste. rhe veyed in the moist as its vehicle, and the moist is a tangible: 
ee “ which again exhibits the object of taste as tangible. The 


ee aso object of taste, being conveyed thus in the moist vehicle, 
taste. is naturally regarded as connected in its physical origin 
pitt ik with water. Views have differed as to the nature of this 
Derives connexion. Empedocles held that the water already as such 
fapidity | contains fully developed within itself all sorts of savours, 
ae which, however, are so infinitesimally small as to be imper- 
through Ceptible; others again have held water for the material out 
ae oe of which, as out of a seminary (mavoneppia) of all kinds of 
nition of seeds, tastes of all kinds are developed—one from this part 


ath : 
ce j; of the water, another from that, and so on. Neither of 


1 Plato, 77m. §§ 59 E-60 B. 
2 4229 8 1d b€ yevordy dnrdy Th. 3 423> 17 seqq. 
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these views commends itself to Aristotle. Water contains, potentially 
he thinks, ger se none of the dcapopai of taste, as Empedocles To. 
held. Without any contributory activity on the part of the peels 


water, such d:agopal are wrought into it by an extraneous sens. 
cause, which affects it as agent affects patient. Just so one ae oie 
can impart a taste to water by washing something sapid in Twoauean: 
it. Such is the way in which nature produces all savours— snot 
xvwoi—by sifting or straining the moist element (of water) 
through the dry (of earth), and so imparting to the former 

its sapid quality’. Hence the gustable—yvuds or 76 yevotrov— 

may be physically defined as the affection produced in the 
moist by the dry*,and capable of converting the faculty of taste 

from potentiality to actuality*. Were we creatures living in 
water instead of air*, we should indeed perceive the sweet 

if infused into this water; yet our perception would still 

be one of touch: not even then would it be perceived 
through the water as external medium. It would be per- 
ceived immediately, owing to the sweet being blended with 

the particular moisture with which we happened to be in 
contact, just as in the case of the water which we drink and 

find sweet. It is not thus, i.e. by mixing with the medium, 

that colour is perceived. Taste has no medium externally 

to the organ: its medium zs the so-called organ (the tongue) 

itself when moistened. Nothing produces the sense of 
taste without moisture ; everything which excites this sense 

has moisture actually or potentially ; as for example, the 
saline, which is in itself easily liquefied, and by its lique- 
faction tends to actualize the potential liquidity or moisture 

of the tongue. The sense of taste, like the others, has for 

its object a genus embracing contraries. It perceives the 
gustable and the non-gustable, meaning by the latter either 

that which is sapid but only in an infra-sensible degree, or 

else that the taste of which is destructive of the sense. The 
difference between the palatable and unpalatable in drinks 
seems the foundation of the matter. Both are objects 

of taste, but while the former is natural and normal, the 


1 44r® 4-441” 14, 2 Sc. rd rpdpipor Enpdy, 441” 24, 
S 441 19. # 499° 3, 
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latter is in its tendency destructive. The ‘drinkable,’ too, 
as an object is perceptible by touch as well as taste. 
The § 13. Since the object of taste is moist’, the tongue, gua 


joa organ of taste 2, must be neither actually moist nor incapable 


ray not y of becoming moist. The sense of taste is passively affected 
snag aly by the object. Hence the part of the body which is to be the 


See organ of this sense should be something capable of being 


capable moistened, while yet preserving its distinctive nature, not 


realy something actually and always moist*®. A proof that the 


pee, organ should be thus capable of being moistened, yet not 
eee Y actually moist, is found in the fact that tasting is impos- 


dryness or sible, or difficult, when the tongue is either quite dry, or 
excessive 


moisture excessively moist. In the latter case, when we attempt to 


of tongue. 2 y p 
ae in taste something, what ensues is merely a tactual perception 


organ of of the moisture of the tongue, in which the sense of taste 

ee proper is merged and disappears. With this tactual per- 
ception the organ is preoccupied, as it might be with 
a previous taste, if a person after tasting something of very 
strong savour were immediately to try to taste some 
other savour. So it is that sick persons find sweet 
things bitter, because the tongue is full of bitter moisture. 
The tongue is an organ of touch as well as of taste* 
With this same part wherewith we taste, we can perceive 
any given object of touch 

The ele- § 14. None of the elements—not even water—has a taste 


ments all ° ; ; 
persetaste- P&7 Se. All tastes arise from some sort of mixture in the 


* 422 34 seqq. 

® Sc. the tongue (533% 26 16 rav xupav alcOnrnptov thy yASrrav), popu- 
larly regarded as the organ of taste: all this has to be considered in 
the fuller light of Aristotle’s discussion of the organs of touch and taste. 

5 cw{duevov: preserving its distinctive nature as an organ of taste. 
The moistening which the organ has to undergo is only subsidiary to 
its gustatory function, which primarily depends on something else than 
the moisture, viz. upon the sapid stimulus of which the moisture is but the 
solvent or vehicle. The moisture is a means—something secondary— 
employed by the organ for its proper purpose; thus were the organ to be- 
come actually moist, it would forsake its distinctive and proper character. 

* Aristotle, notwithstanding what he says 423° 17, often speaks of 
the tongue as organ—instead of intra-organic medium—of taste. Cf. 
§ 12 supra. 5 423 17-18. 
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moist medium. Wine and all sapid substances, which, from less. All 


a state of vapour, are condensed into moisture, become 5% ™ 


water. Others are affections of water itself caused by some- mixture 


t 
thing mixed with it. The taste ensuing corresponds to that Secs 


which is thus mixed with the water!. Moreover no simple eek 
element—only a mixture of elements—can effect the pur- nutriment; 


pose of nutrition. Hence there is a fundamental con- 224 this#s 
always a 


nexion between taste and nutrition ?.. The object or final cout 
cause of this sense is nutrition’ Yet only the sweet oe ant 


actually nourishes: all other varieties of taste are, like the eh eee 
[4 
saline and the acid, merely ways in which nature seasons however, 


the sweet to make it the more suitable for its purpose‘. poiie ke 
In the case of objective tastes, as of colours, the contraries Between 


are relatively simple, i.e. the sweet and the Jitter. These ‘Be 


are the elements of the other tastes®, Next to the sweet, of sweet 


and bitter 
and perhaps as a variety of this, comes the succulent ¢ fall saline, 


(Acnapds); the saline and the dztter are closely akin; while ee t 
between the sweet and bitter come the harsh me ay astringent, 
the pungent (Spyts), the astringent (orpupvds), and the acid Te. are 
(dfs). If the succulent is a kind of sweet, there appear seven 
to be seven leading varieties of tastes, as there are of ase 3 
colours®. The faculty of taste is that which is potentially colour and 
such as each of these objective tastes is; while the object 
of taste is that which in each case makes the faculty 
actually such’. 

§ 15. Taste is a sort of touch, if only because it has to With 
do with nutrition. Nutriment must be something tangible. pee 
Sound, colour, and odour do not nourish, nor do they cause its modi- 
either growth or decay. Hence tasting must be (as we have pee 
said) a mode of touching, as it is that which perceives moatia, 
the nutrient tangible. All animals with the sense of touch desire 
possess ém@vu(a, or the impulse towards what is pleasant. (¢™@#): 


Moreover they have a discriminating perception of their 


1 358? 18, 443% 26 seqq. 

? 441” 24 seqq., 442° I seqq. 

8 4368 15 7 dé yevous dia rv tpopny, 435” 22, 434> 18 4 yedous Somep 
adn ris’ Tpopns yap éorw. 

# 442° 8, S 442*-12, § 442 19 seqq. 

7 For the original of §§ 12-14 cf. Arist. 422 8-> 16, 414” 1-16. 
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food; for touch gives them this (viz. through its modi- 
fication, taste). All are nourished by things dry and moist, 
hot and cold, i.e. by the objects of touch. The objects 
of other senses nourish only incidentally ; just as sound, 
colour, smell may put an animal on the track of food, 
but they cannot in themselves feed it. xvuds is a variety 
Hunger then of the amrov or tangible. Hunger and thirst constitute 
eR émOuula in relation to food and drink. Hunger is (é¢mvpla) 
for the dry and hot ; thirst for the cold and moist, and xupos 
is a sort of seasoning (7dvcpya) of these objects. 
Touch and § 16, Touching and tasting, then, are essential to the 
rare es<™” very being of an animal. The others are subservient rather 


es to its wed/-being, and do not belong to all species of 
are ae animals, but only to some; especially to those which 
to distin- have the power of locomotion’, Animals have the sense 
ae of sight in order that they may be able to see objects 


eae yet distant through the medium of the d:adaves. 


foodand They have hearing in order that they may be able to 
frink ine apprehend significant sounds conveyed through the air to 
ee a their ears; and they possess in the tongue an organ 
and taste; Wherewith to convey such sounds to others. But they 
ai stly Possess taste on account of the difference between the agree- 
connect able and the disagreeable in food and drink; in order that 
arc ag they may be able to apprehend this difference, and accord- 
er i. ing to such apprehension, may direct their movements 
cellence in to the seizure or avoidance of certain things as food. 
touch and Serpents and saurians have a peculiarly delicate and keen 
sense of taste, nature having endowed them with tongues 
long and forked, with a fine extremity furnished with hairs. 
This formation of the tongue doubles the pleasure which 
such creatures feel in agreeable tastes, since the sense itself 
is thus possessed of twofold power’. The organ of taste 
like that of touch is connected with the vital organs. The 
region of the heart is the foundation of the senses, of which 
two—those of touch and taste—are manifestly connected 


with the heart *. Of all animals man is the most finely sensi- 


1 Arist. de An. iii. 12. 434” 18-26. 
2 De part, An. 660” 6-10. § 469% 12-16, 656 27-31. 
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tive as regards touch. Man’s tongue, too, is soft?, which 
makes it particularly sensitive in touching; and tasting, the 
tongue’s proper function, is a kind of touching. Man’s sense 
of touching is the most perfect, and in it he excels all other 
animals. Next comes his sense of tasting. In the other 
senses he has no superiority to the lower animals, many of 
which, on the contrary, have better sight and hearing, 
and a keener olfactory sense*. As to the way in which the 
organ of taste discharges its function, Aristotle has made 
no real advance beyond the positions taken up by Alcmaeon 
or Diogenes. 


1 660% 20-22 reading 7 yA@rra padakn, instead of Bekker’s 7 p. yA. 
2 494” 16-18, 421% 17-26. 


THE ANCIENT GREEK PSYCHOLOGY 
OF TOUCHING 


Alcmaecon—Empedocles. 


Touching, § 1. THE pre-Aristotelean psychologists have left com- 
pret the paratively little on record respecting this sense, although 
mental it was, according to the opinion of several of them, the 
cies fundamental sense—that from which the others are 
treated. developed, or at least in some way derived. Not indeed 
until we come to Aristotle himself do we find a real or 
business-like attempt to treat of touching. True, Plato 
gives a detailed account of the objects of the sense, as he 
conceived them ; but of the organ, or its operation, we read 
little in his remains or those of his predecessors. That 
little has, however, in accordance with the plan hitherto 
followed, to be here set forth in its entirety. 
Alcmaeon. According to Theophrastus? Alcmaeon altogether omitted 
to treat, at least in his writings, of the sense of touching— 
its organ or mode of operation. Theophrastus makes a 
sae similar statement of Empedocles, with this difference that 
yl while, according to him, the former seems to have omitted 
phrastus’ all reference to touching, the latter, though not indeed 
eg treating it with complete neglect, failed to give a distinct 
docles’ — and detailed theory of touch. He merely threw out the 
poet general suggestion that this, like the other senses, is to be 
tion of — explained by the operation of ‘emanations’ entering into 
touching. 2 - 
and fitting the ‘pores’ of the organ®. Theophrastus is of 
opinion that the Empedoclean theory of perception by 
‘emanations’ is even less plausible with regard to touching 
(and tasting) than in reference to the other senses. ‘ How,’ 
he asks, ‘are we to conceive sensible distinctions of taste 


or touch as made by means of emanation (dmoppo7) ? how 


1 Theophr. de Sens. § 26, 

2 mept b€ yevoews Kal Apis od Siopi¢erar Kab? Exarépay obre was ovre bv 4 
yiyvorrat, mAnv TO Kowov Ste TH evappdrrew Trois mépos aicOnais éaotwr, 
Theophr. de Sens. §§ 7, 9. Also Arist. de Gen. et Corr. A. 8. 324° 
26 seqq. 
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are we to discriminate “the rough” or ‘ the smooth” by its 
fitting into “the pores!”?’ Yet Empedocles seems to bring 
all the other sensations under the sense of touch. ‘ He says 
of all alike that they are caused ultimately by “emanations” 
entering and fitting into the pores of the respective organs. 
Whence it is that one sense-organ is not susceptible of 
the sensations proper to another; since the “emanations” 
which fit the pores of one are too large or too small for 
those of another, and therefore are not followed by the 
due sensory effect. Those that are too small pass right 
through the pores without touching (ovy antdueva) its sides ; 
those that are too large cannot enter at all?’ Thus the 
primary condition of the proper exercise of each and every 
sense-organ is found to consist in a fact of touch—the due 
contact between the ‘emanation’ and the inner surface of 
the pore; yet of the sewse of touching he has propounded 
no special theory. No idea of the sensory function of 
nerves existed till long after Empedocles; and the seeming 
‘immediacy ’ of touch was, perhaps, what debarred it in his 
opinion from being easily explained in detail by the theory 
of amoppoal, which operate at a distance and through a 
medium*. The difficulty felt in applying his general 
theory to touching was of course felt also in reference to 
the kindred sense of tasting. Accordingly we have from 
Empedocles no particular information as to either the oljects 
or the organs and functions of touching and tasting. 


Democritus. 


§ 2. Here, too, we are disappointed. The whole tenor of Demo- 
the physics and psychology of Democritus himself, as well as fr03 


the assertions of Aristotle, make it perfectly clear that for other 
senses to 


Democritus the sense of touching was the primary sense. that of 


‘Democritus and most of the “ physiologi” who treat of ene yet 


sense do a very extraordinary thing: they represent all give a par- 


objects of sense as objects of touch. If, however, this cular or 
detailed 


is true it plainly follows that each of the other senses is account 
1 De Sens. § 20. ? Theophr. de Sens. § 7. 


8 By dmoppoai too he explains the properties of the magnet. Cf. 
Alex. Quaest. ii. 23, p. 72. 9 (Bruns), 
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ofthis. a kind of touch, which is manifestly impossible!’ This 
Physical Nee . : 

aserics was not only a biological but a physical conclusion. It 
of atoms was the opinion of Democritus that we see, hear, smell, 


cane taste, and touch by the agency of atoms, which are the 


se,(4)in gole ultimately real; the ultimate ‘things. We must 
relation Pie . i eae ; 
toone distinguish carefully between ves xaturae, i.e. such ‘things 


eee as we perceive, and the atoms, or real things, which reason 
or primary alone reveals. The physical qualities of each atom are 


‘beans * weight and solidity. To these must be added local motion, 


as ee which in each and every atom goes on eternally. It has also 
(atom- geometrical qualities—jigure and magnitude. The primary 
ier). physical qualities of res naturae are also weight and solidity. 
All other Their weight depends on the number and size of the atoms 
ae Aa in them; their solidity (which is only comparative) on the 


subjec- density of the atoms. The differences of the atoms com- 
tively real: : 5 oF OF; 5 
‘affections pared zzter se when forming senszdilia consist of order, 
Spit figure, and position. AH differ from H A in order ; 
A differs from H in figure; I from H in position’. 
Besides atums, void was postulated to explain the possi- 
bility of movement. The principal ‘ distinction’ (d:apopa) 
for Democritus seems to have been that of figure: hence 
the name ‘figure’ is frequently employed to designate the 
atom. Thus the only ultimate properties or qualities of 
sensible things are tangzbilia, and from the physical point 
of view we see how all the objects of sense had to be 
reduced to those of touch. Only the above-named qualities 
are objectively real; the rest are subjective, due to our 
sensibility. 
§ 3. Such are our sensations of taste, colour, smell, sound, 
and (among tangibles) temperature. It would seem then 
1 Arist. de Sens. iv. 442% 29. This criticism appears to exhibit Aris- 
totle as incapable of profoundly apprehending the idea of biological 
development. Yet, strangely, he himself most firmly held the theory 
that Touch is the original sense from which all others have been 


differentiated. Vide SENSATION IN GENERAL, § 23, and SENSUS 
COMMUNIS, § 49. 


? Cf. VISION, § 19, p. 37 n. 2 supra. Theophrastus (de Sens. 
§§ 61 seqq.), in stating the physical qualities of the atoms, seems to 


use oAnpérns loosely for muxvdrns—hardness for solidity. Plato (§ 6 
infra) did not confound these. 
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as if the desirability of a full investigation of the sense of Why De- 
touching should have impressed itself upon Democritus}. 9s 
But we are told he left this part of his subject without any amine the 


attempt at originality of treatment. The fact of his not nee 
having attempted such investigation may perhaps be Aho 
explained (a) by his ignorance of the nerve-system, and Ns 
(4) by assuming that he felt the difficulty of satisfying him- 
self with any explanation of the way in which the merely 
physical, conceived as such without original reference to 
mind, could ‘pass into’ the mental. This difficulty 
confronted him—as it must confront every one—most 
formidably, just at the point where the ultimate analysis 
of sense (or what seemed to him to be so) is reached. 
To this may be traced the half-heartedness, barrenness, or 
absence of early physiological psychology with reference 
to the organ and functions of touching. To this also is 
due the fact that even modern physiological psychologists, 
when they come to deal with the sense of touching, have 
to be content with conclusions which scarcely take us 
outside the province of anatomy. It is chiefly, if not 
solely, in that province that real advances have been 
made beyond the position in which this sense was left 
by the ancients. True, modern psychologists have dis- 
tinguished, as the ancient Greeks failed to do, between 
cutaneous sensations (of touch proper, and of pressure), 
sensations of ¢emperature, and muscular sensations; and 
attempts have been made, not very successfully, to connect 
each of these with their proper nerves or nerve-endings. 
But these are small matters. The biological question as 
to the differentiation of touch into the other senses remains 
now as it was then—a mystery only vaguely soluble by 
reference to a long process of evolution. And—to say 
nothing of the metaphysical difficulty of accepting touch 
as the ultimate authority for objective reality—there was 
yet another biological question, viz. that of the history of 
this parent-sense. How did touch itself, with all its implicit 
powers of development, arise? Democritus could not answer. 


1 oyxeddv Spoiws moet Trois mAciorots, Theophr. de Sens. § 57. 
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This question we, too, must still either shelve, or slur over 
in the best way we can. All attempts at explaining a 
‘transition’ from the physico-physiological to the psychical 
or conscious fact have been futile. Most moderns prefer 
to speak or think of the so-called two facts as really one, 
but with two (or more) different aspects. We hesitate even 
to think of such ‘transition.’ 


Anaxagoras. 
Touch § 4. Anaxagoras teaches that sensation is effected by the 
eae interaction of opposites ; for like is incapable of being 


senses) per- affected by its like. This principle he tries to carry out 


ceives by : : a 
contrarizs, With reference to each particular sense. Touching (and 


The cold tasting) distinguish their objects as seeing and hearing 
hand feels 


the water do, i.e. by interaction of opposites. That which is of 


hot, &c. If like temperature with the hand does not by its contact 
the water 


be ofthe give us the sense either of coldness or of heat. By the 
he Warm we cognize the cold, as by the saline we cognize the 


hand, the ‘potable’?. Except for this we have scarcely any record 
latter feels ' ‘ c 
it neither Of Anaxagoras’ teaching regarding the sense of touch. 


aber ne As Theophrastus informs us, Anaxagoras has not left on 


notem- record his views of the more corporeal senses*. Diogenes 
perature. also having left no opinions on record concerning the sense 
of touching, we pass on to Plato. 


Plato. 


Organand § 5. Plato, too, has treated this sense with comparatively 


ae, slight care*. He has given little to determine the nature 


treated of the organ and function of touching. It is distinguished, 
with little ; mane 
regard by he says, from the other senses in that it is not confined 


Laaee to some particular part, but diffused all over the body. He 


thatthe reckons the sensations of touch among the xowda taOjpara— 
tactile those belonging to the whole body as pleasant or painful #— 
1 Theophr. de Sens. §§ 27-8. 


2 § 37 od bydol b€ ras cwpatixwrépas aicOnoes. 

® Theophr. de Sens. § 5 WAdrov ... ov py etpnke ye wept dmacav adda 
pdvoy trept axons kal dWeas. 

‘ Tim. 64 A. Here Plato comes near recognizing the sensus 
communis of modern parlance, i.e. a ‘general feeling’ such as that 
of comfort or discomfort, nausea, faintness—a totally different thing 
from Aristotle’s sensus communis. 
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among which he names hot and cold, hard and soft, heavy and sense is dis- 
light, rough and smooth. In the Timacus, 61 D seqq., he drafts pts ae me 


an explanation of some of these objects of touching. ‘First ae ee 
then,’ he says, ‘ let us see what we mean by calling fire hot. not, like’ 


We must consider the matter as follows, remembering the th others, 
y confined to 


power of dividing and cutting which fire possesses and certain 


exercises upon our body. That the sensation is a sharp P&S, He 


one, we are all well enough aware; and we must take calls the 
: ° affections 
into account the fineness of its edges and sharpness of of touch 


its angles1, besides the smallness of its particles and the *%”4 7294- 


. e ° . *,? . ara. 
swiftness of its motion, all of which qualities combine to Names 


, se chief dis- 
render it so vehement and piercing as keenly to cut tocione 


whatever meets it, remembering the genesis of its figure, made by 
A touch hot- 
that this more than any other substance separates our old, 


bodies and minutely divides them, whence the sensation pave F 
. . . e ’ ard- 
that we now call eat justly derives its quality and name. scierouple 


The opposite condition, though obvious enough, still must Taclaits 


not lack an explanation. When the larger particles of objective 


moisture which surround the body enter into it, they pS 


displace the smaller, and because they are not able to physically. 
pass into their places, they compress the moisture within 

us; and, whereas it was irregular and mobile, they render 

it immovable owing to uniformity and contraction, and so 

it becomes rigid. And what is against nature contracted 
struggles in obedience to nature and thrusts itself apart ; 

and to this struggling and quaking has been given the name 

of trembling and shivering ; and both the affection and the 

cause of it are in all cases termed ‘cold.’ 

§ 6. Hard is the name given to all things to which Explana- 

our flesh yields; and soft to those which yield to the Roce 


flesh ; and so also they are termed in their relation to each &#¢tly 
anticipates 


other*. Those which yield are such as have only a small Locke’s ac- 
count of 


1 For an account of the elementary structure of fire in accordance hardness. 
with Plato’s geometrical physics, see 7imaeus 53 C seqq. 
* Cf, Locke, Essay concerning Human Understanding, ii. 4. 4 
‘ And, indeed, hard and soft are names that we give to things only in 
relation te .:ic constitutions of our own bodies; that being generally 
called hard by us, which will put us to pain sooner than change figure 
by the pressure of any part of our bodies ; and that, on the contrary, 
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base of support; and the figure with square surfaces, as 
it is most firmly based, is the most stubborn form ; so, too, 
is whatever from the intensity of its compression offers the 
strongest resistance to external force. 
Heavy- § 7. Of ‘heavy’ and ‘light’ we shall find the clearest 
He leer explanation if we examine them together with the so-called 


gated to- ‘below’ and ‘above. Here follows an argument showing 


ee that the popular notion of the universe being divided into 


meee an upper and a lower portion, to the latter of which all 
n . . ° 
These bodies naturally tend, is false; the truth being that, as the 


directions . : . : 
only rea. UNiverse is a sphere, there is really no such thing as an 
tive. The upper and a lower region in it. ‘ Whence (Plato goes on 63 A) 


universe as > 
a whole, these names (“ upper” and “lower”’) were derived and under 


bene. : what conditions we use them to express this division of 
spherical, é ; é . 
fall con- the entire universe we may explain on the following 
t 7 ° ° ° © 
ais hypothesis. If one were in that region of the universe 
tinction. which is specially allotted to the element of fire, the region 


a body Wherein is to be found collected in greatest mass the fiery 


ae element to which our earthly fire is attracted; and if 
towards its he, possessing the requisite power, takes his stand on 
pean this mass and separates from it portions of the fire and 
Thus earth weighs them in scales, when he raises the balance and 


ee forcibly drags the fire into the alien air, evidently he 


iil overpowers the smaller portions more easily than the 
re) 1s . 
tendency larger; for when two masses are raised at once by the 


is called same force, necessarily the smaller yields more readily to 
ward’ or the force, the larger, owing to its resistance, less readily ; 
re uaengy hence the larger mass is said to be heavy and to tend down- 
Be is wards; the smaller to be light and to tend upwards. This 
Fireislight is exactly what we ought to detect ourselves doing in our 
Saag own region. Standing as we do on the earth, we separate 
from the portions of earthy substances, or sometimes earth itself, 


a we ond drag them into the alien air with unnatural force, for 


ce each portion clings to its own kind. Now the smaller 
ants 0 € ° - 
empyrean, Mass yields more readily to our force than the larger, 


and tried and follows quicker into the alien element; therefore we 


soft which changes the situation of its parts upon an easy and unpainful 
touch,’ 
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call it “light,” and the place into which we force it “ above”; to detach 
A 9 a0 » a piece of 
while to the opposite conditions we apply the terms “heavy ane oe 
and “below”... In every case it is the tendency towards should find 
it heavy as 


its kindred element that makes us call the moving body earth is 


“heavy,” and the place to which it moves “below”; while a 


to the reverse relations we apply the opposite names. . . . of wp and 


Of the affection “smooth” and “rough”-any one could ei i 


perceive the cause and explain it to another: the latter reversed. 
is produced b bination of hard d irregu- ens 
produced by a combination of hardness and irregu- ;oyo4, ex- 


larity; the former by a combination of uniformity and plained. 
density 1.’ 
§ 8. For Plato the ovgan of touching was undoubtedly The func- 


tion and 


what he called flesh—oadp§. In the 7imaeus, 61 C, having et 
explained oduara by geometrical figures in various com- eee: 
binations, he says we must assume that all these ‘ bodies’ ier the 


are perceptible to sense, but of odp§ and its concomitants, epee 


as well as of the soul in its mortal nature, he has, as explained 


yet, given no account. These, however, cannot be really aoe 


explained apart from the sensible qualities of body, nor mee of 
can the latter be explained apart from the former. Nor mien : 


can they be dealt with together. He has, therefore, to by 27 ac- 


ne ee a count of the 
assume provisionally the several distinct sensory faculties, former. 


: : In the 
to a particular account of which he purposes afterwards 7. 


to return*. The promised account is, however, nowhere a 
satisfactorily rendered. In what follows the organ and \ristotle’s 


function of touching remain almost without an attempt ain 
a e 


at explanation. In the Tzmaeus Locrus*, however, we qualities of 


have a few remarks bearing on this subject. Though aes qua 
ody are 


not by Plato, they deserve to appear here for comparison all tan- 
with Plato’s views. ‘All the sensible affections (mda) a a 
1 Plato, Zim. 61 C-64A. Mr. Archer-Hind’s translation has been 
for the most part adopted. 
2 Tim. 61 C-D mp&rov pev ov imapyxew alaOnow dei rois Neyouévors dei" 
aapkos S€ kal réy rept odpka yeveow, Wuxns Te dcov Oynrdy, odtw SteAndrU~ 
Oapev. tvyxdver S€ odre radta xwpls rav mepl ra maOnuata dca aicOnra 
ovr’ exeiva dvev rovrwy Suvata ikavds AcxOjvat, 7d Se Gua oyeddv ov Suvardv. 
troberéov 5i) mpsrepov Odrepa, ta & irorebevra emdvipev avOrs* iva ody Eis Ta 
maOnpara A€éynrat Tois yéveotv, €oT@ mpdrepa Hiv Ta mept TSpa Kal \uyny 
évra, I adopt here Mr. Archer-Hind’s alo@nra for aivOnttx4 of MSS, 
° Tim. Locr, 100 DeE. 


and the 
visible were 
the first 
created 
properties 
of body : 
without 
earth no 
tangible, 
however ; 
without 
fire, no 
visible. 


The organ 
of touch: 
is it capt 
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of body, as they are called, are named in relation to the 
sense of touching! (mort ray addy xAnt(erar), while some 
of them are denominated from their tendency towards the 
earth (SoG worl rav ydpav). It is touch that distinguishes 
the vital properties (ras (wrixds duvdutas)—heat, coldness ; 
dryness, moistness ; smoothness, roughness; things yielding 
to the touch (rd elxovra); things resisting the touch (7a 
dvrituma); soft things, ard things. It is touch that 
primarily distinguishes (mpoxplye.) heavy and light, but 
it is reason (Adyos) that defines them (dpi¢e) by their in- 
clination to the centre or from the centre (rg els 76 uéoov Kat 
and 7G uéow vetoet). Motion ‘downwards’ and ‘towards the 
centre’ are identical. ... The ‘hot’ is held to be composed 
of fine parts (Aemrowepés) and to have a tendency to dilate 
or separate the parts of bodies (d:acTarixdy Toy coparwr), 
whereas the ‘cold’ is thought to consist of grosser parts 
(mayvpepeorepov) and to tend to compress and close their 
pores (cvupmaAartixdy mépwr). 

Created matter must be both visible-and tangible. But 
without fire nothing could ever be visible; and nothing 
could be tangible without something solid in it, i.e. without 
earth (see Arist. § 12 zzfra). Hence when God framed the 
body of the universe He formed this of fire and earth. 
These, however, required a bond to unite them. The best 
bond is that which makes itself and the things bound by it 
as much one as possible; and the agency which is best 
fitted for such a bond is proportion (dvadoyia). .. . God 
accordingly set air and water between fire and earth, making 
them as far as possible proportional; in such a way that 
fire is to air as air to water, and air is to water as water 
is to earth. Thus He constructed a universe both visible 
and tangible 2, 

Aristotle. 


§ 9. Nowhere is the advance made by Aristotle in the 
psychology of the senses more evident than in the intro- 


* Cf. Arist. § 10 zzfra: he also made the qualities of body gua 
body ¢angibles. 


® Plato, Zim. 31 B-32 B, with Mr. Archer-Hind’s notes. 
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ductory words of the chapter in which he treats of the (as is 


sense of touching and its objects. He raises the question ea 


whether cdp€ is the real organ of touch, or whether the or ‘some- 
real organ is not rather something internal, to which odp ae 

only serves as a medium. This question initiates an Jsthe sense 
inquiry which could be satisfied only by a minute examina- one sense, 
tion of the bodily structures concerned in touching, and ° 3 8'0"P 


which was destined in later times to lead to important The flesh 
results for physiological psychology. These results were eee 


not, however, reached by Aristotle, who may be considered 97¢a”, but 
nevertheless as a pilot of research. A second question here ue 

also raised by him, viz. whether this sense usually con- sesouehes 
sidered ove is not really several, is of equal importance. of touch is 


: : : not one 
To these questions he gives answers which correct the ence but 


popular views. He concludes that the ‘flesh’ is not the 4 combina- 
ae ae 5 ees tion of 
true organ of touching; and he indicates his conviction several 


that this sense is really a combination of several senses, 5€98¢- 
prominent among which are the senses of temperature 

and resistance. The odp& and yAG@rra, popularly looked 

on as the organs of touch and its modification taste, are 
related to the true organs of these, as air and water are to 

the organs of seeing, hearing, and smelling !. 


§ 10. The sense of touching, like the other senses, is best Touch 
explained if its object be first analysed and examined. gence for 


(az) If touching be one sense, its object should be one (i.e. ae e 
nse 0 


should fall under one conception bounded by contrary touch 
poles, as colour is a province lying between the contraries eur 
white and black). But if it have several objects it must be under a — 
not one but several senses. (4) Again; what exactly is the S- does 


organ which perceives the sangible? Is it the flesh—in traries like 
the objects 


creatures possessing flesh—and, in other creatures, that of every 
which is analogous to flesh? Or is this merely the medium, aa: ea 
while the organ proper is something different, situated have (1) 
within? As regards the former question (a), every other ne 
sense is regarded as related in its object to one pair of solid (or 

. ° h fi ] ith ° wet-dry) ; 
opposites. Such is the case, for example, with seeing. this pair 


This, as above remarked, is related to the opposition of of con- 


1 Cf, 422> 17-4249 16 with Trendelenburg-Belger, pp. 329-337. 
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trarieties white and black. So hearing, too, is related to acute and 
cae. grave tones; tasting, to sweet and ditter. But within the 
one con- zangible many kinds of opposition are included’, all or most 
Thecdire Of which are reducible to the two of Zot and cold, fluid and 
the sense so/jd?, These two, however, are not further reducible *. 
ee A sort of answer to this question may be given by saying 
than ae that there are several oppositions in the case of certain of 
sense. the other senses also; for instance, in the case of sound, 
See there is not merely the Aigh and low, but also the loud 
tainthe and faint, the soft and the harsh. In regard to colour 


ieee also there are corresponding kinds of opposition. But as 
hes Themistius observes, this answer is not satisfactory. It 
ultimate could not have been so to Aristotle himself*. It con- 
tangibles. tradicts his frequent declaration that each special sense 
has a single évayriwois. Besides, what is the one conception 
sufficient to embrace all the ¢angzbles in their various 
oppositions, in the way in which the notion of sound 
embraces all the audibles? There is no one obvious generic 
conception capable of containing under it the various, or 
the two chief, oppositions which come under touching >. 
All that can be said is that the tangible qualities are those 
of body gua body ®, and that their four above-named 
irreducible varieties determine the four elements of all 
bodies’. Hence either the sense of touch is one, with the 
difficulty that there is no one generic concept of its objects, 
or else it is two senses with two forms of évavrlwots falling 
under it. 
The organ § 11. As regards the other question above-raised, viz. 
of touch is ; ae 7 
notthe | Whether flesh is the true organ of touch, decisive evidence 
Sresh. is not to be found in the fact that the perception of touch 
1 422° 25-7, 647* 16-20. 
2 These words best represent iypdv and énpév in this connexion. It 
may be observed that this opposition covers that of soft-hard; see § 16, 
p. 195, n 6 zufra. 
* 330% 25 adrat & ovkére eis €Adrrovs (dvayorrat). 
TovTO wey ovv lows dy Tis ovK amoxpwrTws GANA mbavas Siadiceter, 
Them. de Ax. ii. 11, p. 72. 21 (Heinze; ii. 130. 20, Spengel). 
2 GYAN 63. 8 423> 26. 
7 330° 3 7d pév yap mip Ocppdv al Enpdv’ 6 8 dnp Oepydv Kai bypdv... 
76 8 Vdwp Wuxpov kal bypdv’ 4 S€ yj Wuxpoy Kal Enpdv. 
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occurs simultaneously with contact between the flesh and True this 


an object. For if one were to take a thin membrane and <n 2° 


strain it close around the flesh, this membrane would, just ieee with 
like the naked flesh, seem to take the impression of touch Bee 


into consciousness co-instantaneously with the occurrence feshandan 
of contact between it and an object. Yet such a membrane cai 
would not, of course, be the organ of touch; though if, Loe 
instead of being thus placed artificially round the flesh, strained 
it were connatural with it, the sensation of touch would pati 
pass through it even more quickly, and still more would ski 

it seem to be itself sensitive. A decisive argument to medium of 
the contrary is this: immediate contact between the flesh ete ues 


and an object causes sensations of touch; but no other ever, is 


sense-organ has its specific sensations excited by immediate nienes 


contact with its object. Hence we must conclude that flesh isa 
flesh is only to be looked on as a medium of the sense of Par 
touch, somewhat as the air would be of the other senses, if Ne (ef the 
it were a natural growth around our bodies. On the latter medium 
supposition we should have been thought to perceive sound, Dee Soa 
colour, and odour by one and the same organ ; and seeing, the organ 
hearing, and smelling would be held to be in a manner one an that 
and the same sense. ‘ As matters stand, however, owing to makes us 

. : = uncertain 
the separateness from us (i.e. from our bodies) of the medium not only 
through which the movements stimulating each of these ee 
three senses pass, the difference of their several organs is but 


._ wheth 
manifest’. But now as regards touching, this remains th sense 
1 423810, I take 8v of yiyvovracal alcOjoes as Simplicius did, and as *§ ee 
several. 


Baumker (0. ctt., p. 43) does, referring it to the medium-air, which is not 
according to the above hypothesis mepureduxads jyiv, but deopiopevos. 
It is hard to see how Wallace’s translation (which follows Themistius 
and Trendelenburg’s note) can be acquitted of tautology. ‘ Now, how- 
ever, as matters stand, dy reason of the difference in the organs by 
which the movements are effected, the organs of sense which we have 
mentioned ave clearly seen to be different from one another (the italics 
are mine).’ If the air were npiv repureduxes, then (according to Aristotle's 
notion here) the sensibility to colour, sound, and odour would be as 
widely diffused over the surface of the body as is the sensibility to 
tangibles. The connatural air, no matter where the «ivnots affected the 
periphery of the body, would transmit this xivnois to the sensorium, 
and the local separateness which marks and distinguishes the organs 
of seeing, hearing, and smelling would disappear. 
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uncertain!’ Hence those two senses—of touch and 
temperature—which, according to Aristotle’s principle of 
determining sensory faculties according to their objects, 
ought to be separated, remain for ordinary consciousness 
combined in one single sense. 

Notwith- § 12. There must, however, be such a medium of sense 


“secon as flesh, notwithstanding its effect in defeating our attempts 
a medium at analysis of the sense of touching. ‘An animate body 
ea cannot be composed of air or water singly”: it must be 


In order to something solid. Accordingly it must be composed of a 
perceive 


the quali- mixture of earth and these two other elements, i.e. it should 


eae be such a thing as flesh and what is ‘ analogous to flesh’ 


viz. solid- tend to be. Hence by implicit necessity the body must 
pent be interposed as medium between the organ of touch and 


we require its object, and cohering naturally with the former, through 
@ SOLL 


medium. Which body the varieties of sensation classed under touch 


Sciaibillty all alike pass notwithstanding their severalty and plurality. 


of several That touching does comprise several kinds of sensation is 


eng proved by the sense of touch immediately connected with 


mee ee the tongue. For in virtue of the tongue, which is one and 
throug 


thesame the same organ, one has the sensation of all the other 


oe a objects of touching and also that of taste. Now, if the 


case of the rest of the flesh (as well as that of the tongue) had also 
tongue. been endowed with a sense of taste, touching and tasting 
would have been regarded as one and the same sense °. 
As it is, however, they are seen to be two, owing to the fact 


that their organs are not thus each capable of discharging 
the other’s functions. 
Can things § 13. One might ask: if every body possesses a third 


sec dimension—depth: and if two bodies, between which there 


wes oe is a third, cannot touch one another: and if, further, that 
another 


Can things Which is moist and fluid has, by implication, body, as it 


1 4238 11. What remains uncertain? The answer is: doth the 
things in question, viz. (1) what is the organ of touching (whether 
the flesh or something internal)? and (2) is the sense of touching 
really not one but a plurality? This uncertainty arises from the odpé 
being a ‘connatural’ medium, and therefore obscuring differences 
between organs otherwise discernible. 


* 423° 11 seqq. 8 433% 19 seqq. 
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necessarily either zs or contains water; and if things which in air? All 


5 d 
touch one another in water have not (as they cannot have) (oon tt in 


their tangent extremities dry, and, therefore, necessarily ero 
have water between them, the water with which the said put close 


extremities are flooded ;—if all this is true, it is impossible Prox™ity- 
that in water any one thing should really touch any other. 
And so, too, in air; since the air is to things in air just as 
water is to the things in water; though, as regards the 
question whether one thing touches another, when both are 
immersed in the fluid air, we (owing to our “ving in air) 
are less likely to notice the difficulty of it, just as aquatic 
animals (owing to their living in water) would be as to the 
question whether one wet thing touches another 1 

§ 14. ‘This being so (i.e. even supposed contact being Inrequiring 
only close proximity), it is natural to ask: is the sense- erexen 
perception of all objects whatever effected similarly, or are obect and 
some objects perceived by sense in a fundamentally different touch and 
way from others, just as, in fact, the senses of tasting and ‘tedonet 


stand apart 


touching are both held to operate, i.e. by immediate contact from the 


5 F : A h 
with their objects, while the other three senses are supposed pein, 


to perceive their objects from a distance? Or is this dis- ee 
tinction false, and do we perceive the objects of touching, are (1) 

e.g. hard and soft, through media, just as we do the object of ae bree: 
hearing, the object of seeing, and the object of smelling, only touch and 


that while we perceive the objects of these three senses at akon 


long distances*, we perceive objects of touching only near ie body: 
at hand? Owing to this nearness * it may well be that the that the 

mediation in the second case escapes notice ; the truth being ee = 
that we perceive all alike through a medium, only that in the touch and 
case of these things (the objects of touch and taste, owing to oe oa 


their proximity) the mediation is not observed. Yet, as we oor 
° . . n toucnh- 
said before, if we were to perceive all objects of touch through ing and 


a membrane, which separated us from the objects without our shes ul 
knowing that it did so, we should be in the same condition, concur- 


relatively to it, in which we now are, in fact, relatively fy wit 
tion of the 
h Dé Am ii, 11. 423° 21-31. 2 423 6, medium, 


* It has been shown or suggested (§ 13) that supposed contact is only 
close proximity. 
BEARE O 


The true 
organ of 
touching 
and tasting 
is the heart. 
Such is 
Aristotle’s 
real con- 
viction. 
Yet he em- 
ploys the 
current ter- 
minology, 
based on 

a partial 
truth, 
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to water and air when we touch objects in them. For 
it is supposed that we touch the very objects themselves, 
with nothing between us and them. But the object of 
touching differs from the objects of seeing and hearing in 
this, that we perceive the latter in virtue of the external 
medium producing an effect upon us, while we do not 
perceive the tangible by such operation of the object through 
an external medium, but we perceive it concurrently, or co- 
instantaneously, with the flesh regarded as medium ; just as 
when a soldier is struck by a javelin which pierces his shield. 
It is not that the shield is driven against and strikes the 
man, but that shield and man seem to be struck together !. 

§ 15. On the whole (i.e. except for this last point) it 
seems that the flesh in general, in touching, or that 
of the tongue, in tasting, is what air or water is with 
reference to the function of seeing, hearing, or smelling: 
that is to say, it is related to the organ of touch (or taste) 
proper as either of these media is to the organ in each 
case. Accordingly, just as there would be no sensation 
of whiteness if the white object were laid immediately 
on the eye, so there would be no sensation of touch if the 
tangible object were placed immediately on the veritable 
organ of touch, and not on the flesh. Hence it follows 
that the latter organ is not the flesh*, Thus only would 
the facts in the case of touch (and taste) be analogous to 
those of the other senses. The whole matter may be 


‘ summed up thus. Aristotle abandoned the theory of 


his predecessors, that touch and taste are unmediated 
senses, because (a) the apparent simultaneity of tactual 
perception with contact between odp£ and the object, re- 
garded as an argument for this, proves nothing ; (4) all the 
other senses have media; and (c) even between capé and 
the object absolute contact is impossible, since water or 
air always intervenes. The true organ of touching (and 


1 423>12seqq. Aristotle had no conception of a ‘nerve process’ 
which takes time to reach the centres of consciousness. 

® 422° 19, 656° 35 ovkéort ro mpatov aia Onrypiov ) capt Kat Td ToLodTov 
pdptoy add’ évrds. 
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of tasting) is the heart, or the ‘region of the heart},’ 
Yet, in spite of all this, we often (cf. p. 198, n. 2) find 
Aristotle speaking in terms of the popular view which 
makes flesh the organ of touching and tasting. He speaks 
of the flesh as organ of touch”, and of the tongue as organ 
of taste*. The key to this seeming inconsistency is the 
relative truth contained in the popular view. The flesh is 
not, indeed, the true organ; yet it is not such a medium 
as air is, viz. something external to us. It is part of our 
organism, and a sort of auxiliary organ; standing to the 
true internal organ as 16 bdvagpavés (the external medium) 
would stand to 7 xépn were it naturally united with this, 
so as to form part of the whole living organism*. Flesh 
is a peculiar medium, yet a medium all the same°. 
§ 16. ‘It is by touching that the distinctive qualities By touch- 


(Stadopal) of body as body are discernible, i.e. the qualities ene 


which characterize the different elements respectively, hot which be 


i long to 
cold, solid fluid, of which we have already treated in our boar as 


6 ; . such are 
work on the elements®. Now the organ which perceives 3c ocned. 


these is that of touching, being that part wherein primarily The organ 


: : Stas ich 
what we call the sense of touching resides. This is a part bisarln 


of the body which is potentially such as the object which i soa 
affects it is actually. For to perceive by sense is to be tially 


affected in a way in which the (agent or) object so acts hc aoe 


upon the organ (the patient) as to impart to the latter actually. 
actually the quality which the object itself actually has, but Pinerdies. 
which the organ before had only potentially. This explains éAAcioos, 


1 656 29 al pev dvo havepas nprnpévat mpos thy KapOiay eiai, Ff Te TOV 
dnray kal 7 trav xupav : cf. 439% 1-2. 

2 647° 19. e535 20. 

4 653> 24 seqq. Somep ay ef tis mpoohdBa rH Kdpy TO Stadaves may. 

5 Cf. Baumker, Arist. of. cit. pp. 55-6. 

6 423> 26seqq., 329° 7 seqq. ‘The second class of tangibles is else- 
where referred to as the hard and soft (ro oxAnpov kal rd padaxdy) but 
remains the same. The typdr is the soft or fluid or moist: the énpdv 
is the dry, the solid, the hard: i.e. in a loose and popular mode of 
expression. Even now it is not unusual for even men of science to 
oppose water to solids, as if water were not ‘solid’ (cf. Locke, Essay, 
Book II, ch. iv, and p. 185, n. 2 supra) ; what they mean is that water 
is soft. But this opposition is traditional from remotest times. 


O02 
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in which why, when an object of touch is at first equally hot or cold, 
consists | equally hard or soft, with the organ, we do not perceive 
the physio- , ne th 

logical it as hot or cold, hard or soft, when we touch it}. It is the 


eee tangible qualities in excess or defect of those already 


ception, actually belonging to the organ that we perceive; since 
take place. z i ‘othe 
The hand each sensory function results from the organ being in 


ee position of a mean between any two different qualities, 


cold no matter what, in the scale of those which lie between 


apc the two opposites determining the province of the sense. 


ro) i This is what gives each sense its discriminating faculty 
1s 1tse ri - a a re 
warm; hot (tO xpivew). The mean is that which discerns; and it can do 


water so because it presents itself to a pair of different homogeneous 
’ 


cause re- qualities, allied each to different extremes, in such a way that 


o See ‘© when confronted with either it becomes the other. To cold 


gohe Ke water the hand can be hot: to hot water the same hand 
pore ian can be cold. Accordingly, as the organ which is to discern 


ofhard = white and black must be actually neither but potentially 


and soft, : 
&c. The both (and so on with the other organs), so the organ of 


ee s® touching must be actually neither hot nor cold.’ 


hencexpirt- There is another analogy between touching and seeing. 
xév of the , : ‘ “ 
above dis- ‘oeeing is, as we have pointed out, related at once to the 


Se of visible and the invisible, and the three other senses with 
Ity. 


The sense Which we have dealt are similarly each related to opposites ; 


ee so also the sense of touching is related to the tangible and 


both te the intangible. By “intangible” here we mean, on the one 
febels hand, those among tangibles which contain only an exceed- 


intangible. ingly small amount of tangible quality (and so are beneath 
our tactual capacity)”, as, for example, is the case with air, 


* Cf. § 17, p. 198 zfra. In reference to the sense of touching Aristotle 
explains his idea of the peadrns of the sense-organ most fully. 

? 424212. He wants it to be understood that he is not referring simply 
to the non-tangible, a wide class which would include objects of all other 
senses (e.g. whiteness), and intellectual and moral conceptions (e.g. 
thinking, virtue), and even nonentities, all of which would be irrelevant 
to his subject here. His intangible does not involve a perdBaots «is 
Xo yévos, but a descent to or below the very lowest, or an ascent to 
or above the very highest, degree of the consciously tangible. rav 
drréyv is partitive genitive depending on rd yov. The extremes here 
treated of as apprehensible by d¢7 both lie within the class ra dard: 
the one consists of such dard as are not actually but only potentially 
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and, on the other hand, such tangibles as are in excess of 
our tactual capacity; for example, things like a thunder- 
bolt, which, if touched, would destroy us1.’ 


§ 17. ‘Among the senses that of touching is fundamental. yg pense 
The attribute which first distinguishes animal from merely eae 


living forms is tactual sensibility. Just as the function of mental 2 

ants P i sense. s 

nutrition may exist apart from the sense of touching and from possession 
: : first dis- 

sense generally, so the sense of touching may exist apart Su ceuistved 


from all the other senses. Plants or vegetables possess animal 
the nutrient function: it is by the possession of the sense etaie 


of touch that animals first rise above and are distinguished To possess 
Pn 3 ° this sense 

from vegetables *.’ ‘Ifa body is to possess sensory faculty, animal 

it must be either simple or compound. But it cannot be Eons 


simple, for if it were, it would not possess the sense of be com- 
5 A 5 Py P osed of 
touching, which it must, however, possess, if it is to possess P° ming 


sensory faculty, or even live, at all, as will be manifest tise 
as Nave 


from the following considerations. Since an animal is an gualities 


animate body, and every body is tangible, and that which pean 


is perceived by touch zs the tangible, it follows that the to the 


body of an animal must have the sense of touch, if the ie 


animal is to live and preserve itself. For the other senses, come under 
: . : ‘ : - ; the sense 
smelling, seeing, hearing, perceive their objects through 6¢ touch. 


media; but if the animal body comes into contact with eee 


some other, but does not possess the sense of touch, it will for the 


be lacking in the guidance needful to enable it to shun Perron 


tangibles of the dangerous sort, and to seize on those se 
desirable for its food. Such an animal would be incapable S00" 


of preserving its existence °.’ needed for 
the percep- 


‘It is manifest that the body of an animal cannot be tion of 
simple, i.e. composed wholly of a single element, e. g. fire Tein 


or air. For an animal cannot possess any other sense if of touch 
: : : omer sane : the most 
it have not that of touching, since this is what distinguishes comiborits 


tangible, the other of such as are tangible, but only with an effect 
destructive of the organ of touch, or even of life and perception generally. 
Philoponus understood this, but Trendelenburg does not seem to do 
so, for he misunderstands Philoponus, whose note, he thinks, proves 
him to have read rov drrexod for tay array. 

1 For the preceding paragraphs see de Ax. ii. 11. 423° 1-424° 15. 

2 De An. ii. 2. 413” 4 seqq. 5 De An. iii. 12. 434” 8-18, 
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and defines the animal. Now the other organs of sense 
might conceivably be formed without?! earth, since they all 
effect sensation by some medium or third thing, external 
to the body, through which each perceives its object. The 
sense of touch, on the contrary, as its very name shows, 
acts only by immediate contact between its organ and the 
tangible object. If the other senses perceive by a sort of 
contact it is at least a mediated contact, one brought to 
pass by the intervention of a third thing. This sense alone 
perceives its objects—or is held to do so—immediately *. 
Thus if an animal is to possess touch, its body cannot 
consist of any one of the elements. of which the externally 
mediated sense-organs might consist (i.e. of air or water 
alone). Earth is necessary as an element in the apparatus of 
this sense*’. Yet earth a/ove without, e.g. fire, is not enough, 
this sense being a mean between all tangibles, and capable 
of discerning not only the distinctive qualities of earth, but 
also the qualities denominated hot and cold *, and all other 
tangibles. The organ of touch, in fact, is, or should be, the 
most composite of all the organs. This is natural to expect, 
since it discerns a greater variety of objects than other 
organs, and its objects have more than one form of opposi- 
tion ®. We have no sensibility in bone or hair, since such 
parts are formed too largely of earth alone. Plants, for the 
same reason, are destitute of sensation ®. Without touch 
no other sense can subsist, and its organ consists neither 

* 435* 11-15. Here @£w yns=‘without earth.’ Cf. Pind. Js¢A. v. [vi.] 72 
where, by a metaphor, yAéooa & otk £m hpevdv=‘ his word is not without 
understanding.’ The obvious opposition here between ra dda and 9 dy 
below makes it certain that by d\Aa is meant not crotxeia, but ala Onrnpra. 

* 435° 17. Aristotle here adopts the popular view of odpé as organ of 
touch; it is for his present argument as suitable as the other; the medium 
being in this case part of the body, and the question whether odpé is or 
is not the true organ being irrelevant here. 

* For the reasons vide 423% 14, § 12 supra. 

2 S > : : . The need of fre is here clearly implied, though not stated. 

§ ra dura dtd roto ot é t 6 is é br: thi 
does se mean ‘int pene Sh aida ete eee ee a 


wexra couara have in them a// the elements, the only difference being 
as to the degree in which these predominate in the compound. 
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of earth nor of any single element alone. The requisite 
peodtns Of sense could not subsist in one single uncom- 


pounded element.’ 

§ 18. Touch is the one sense deprivation of which means Destruc- 
death to an animal. Nothing can have this sense but an paste 
animal, nor, to be an animal, is any other necessary. of touch 


Hence the objects of the other senses—colour, sound, eas 


odour—do not, when felt in excess, destroy the animal, but death to 
; Anas .., an animal, 
only the organs: unless, indeed, incidentally, as when with Excess 


a sound a thrust or a blow is incidentally associated, or as ™ penne 
sensations 


when, by the sights or odours, other things are set in action may de- 


, ° . stroy the 
which by their contact destroy the animal. Taste, when on i 


it destroys an animal, does so only so far as its object is its func- 


tangible. But all excess of the tangible qualities of the see 


hot or cold, or the hard, destroys animal life. In every ae 
: F : a A ; e de- 
province of sense, indeed, excessive action in the object pe the 


destroys the organ of the sense: so that this happens also oe 


with regard to the organ of touching. The latter organ, 
however, is one on which the animal’s life depends, and 
without which no animal exists. Hence with destruction 
of this organ, not only the organ itself but the living 
animal perishes forthwith 1. 

§ 19. ‘The flesh, or what is “analogous,” is per se the The organ 


principium of the body of animals. An animal is defined a cheers 
by having sensation, but particularly that of touching—the the popu- 
primary sense. The organ of this sense is a bodily part such desk) ie 
as has been described, viz. a pdprov duoromepés, such as odp§€?, 2 Héptoy 
This is either the essential organ of touching, as the xdpn is St ‘ 
of vision; or else it has been conjoined with the essential eons 
organ as its auxiliary or instrument; just as if one were which all 


: : animals 
to conceive the whole S:adavés,.or external medium of eee 


vision, joined with and superadded to the pupil. In the Man’s 
° T1Oor 
case of the other senses it would have been superfluous for eee litoence 


nature to produce this fleshy environment, but the sense due to the 
1 De An. iii. 13. 435% 12-° 1-19. 
2 653>19seqq. The dpuoropepy (e.g. flesh, bone, hair) no matter how 

much subdivided severally yield parts still homogeneous with one 

another and the whole. An ‘organic’ part, e.g. the hand or face, 

could not be so divided into hands or faces. 
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of touch requires it, this organ being of all others the most 
corporeal in its character’. All animals have one sense 
in common—touching. Hence the part wherein this is 
naturally generated is without a common or generic name ; 
for in some animals this part is the same (viz. cap), in the 
remainder it isthat which is analogous tothis®.’ The asser- 
tion that touch is common to all animals, and the distinctive 
mark of animal as compared with vegetable life, is found 
in passages too numerous to mention in Aristotle. The 
connexion between this sense and the life of the animal 
harmonizes at least with the fundamental importance which, 
as we shall see hereafter, touch assumes for Aristotle as 
the dasis of the whole sensory endowment of animals and 
men: as primary, not merely from a biological but also 
from a psychological standpoint. His insistence on this 
everywhere makes it the more surprising that he rejects 
Democritus’ theory that all senses are reducible to that 
of touch. As this fundamental character of touch is 
explained or asserted by him in reference to the sensus 
communis (the cow? aloOnors and its xvptov aloOnrijpiov or 
sensorium commune), we will postpone the further con- 
sideration of it until we come to treat of the latter, in which 
Aristotle’s psychology of the senses culminates °. 

‘In the fineness of his sense of touch man excels all other 
animals, and also in his sense of taste, which is a mode of 
touch. Owing to the delicacy of his sense of touch it is 
that man is the most intelligent of all animals. A proof 
of this is that within the human race itself men show 
genius, or the lack of it, ina degree parallel with the degree 
of fineness in their organ of touch, and none other. Those 
who are hard-fleshed * are dull, while the soft-fleshed are the 


653° 24 seqq. 3 Hist. An. i. 2. 489* 17-19. 

* In what precedes we have seen the remark often repeated that 
7 dy is the only sense essentially requisite for animal existence. 
There is no inconsistency between this and the statements found in 
436° 13, 455° 7, that ) dy and 4 yedors must accompany animal life, 
for it is Aristotle’s constant doctrine that yedous is a mode of dy, ot 
adn tis. 

‘ Cf. our term ‘thick-skinned.’ 
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persons of genius'. The mental superiority of man, however, 
according to Aristotle, rests also upon a very different 
ground—that chosen by Empedocles—the supcriority of 
the mixture of the elements in his bodily organism 2’ 

The sense of touching is subject to illusion. ‘If we cross 
the fingers, one object placed between them so as to touch 
both their adjacent surfaces appears as if two. We do 
not, indeed, call it two, for the sense of sight, which is 
superior in authority, pronounces it one; but if we had 
only the sense of touch, we should actually call it two 
objects *.’ 

‘Each of the sensory organs is twofold, except that 
of the sense of touching, in which the twofold character 
appears absent ; but this appearance is due to the fact that 
the flesh is not really the organ of touching, and that the 
true or primary organ is something internal 4.’ 


1 De An. ii. 9. 4215 22-6, 

2 Cf. 7448 30 dndot S€ rhy evxpaclay 7 Suivora® Hpovmporaroy yip ¢ors 
tov (dwv dvOpwmos. Against this complacent opinion of human wisdom 
may be set a favourite dictum of Polybius (e. g. xviii. 15. § 15 ; 40.§1), 
that ‘of all animals man is the most foolish, being taken repeatedly 
in the same traps, political and military.’ 

3 Cf. de Insomn. 2. 460 20-22, 461” 2, 

* De Part. An. ii. 10. 656° 32-6. 


PART It 2S ENSATIONFINGGENET 
ITS COMMON AND PECULIAR FEATURES 


The § 1. IN dealing with the Greek psychology of the special 
ancient ‘ BL ati: 5H) 
Greeks did Senses, we have used the terms ‘sensation,’ ‘sense-perception, 


not, like &c, as if their meaning had been already determined. We 
modern 5 
empirical must hereafter consider how far the Greeks themselves had 


eae reached a clear conception of the general and characteristic 
, dis- 


tinguish force of theseterms. -It has to be remarked that they failed 
See for the most part (vide, however, § 6 zufra) to distinguish 


aoa between sensation as the elementary fact, and perception 
ome oO 


them, as the more complex and developed, implying objective 
pe reference. Alo@no.s for them (when it did not mean feeling) 
answer the “usually denoted what we call perception. We have to 
ages inquire here what general statement of the meaning of 
essential sensation, or Sense-perception, served them at once to clear 
Hasan up the intrinsic connotation of these words, and to dis- 
ch tinguish—if they did distinguish—between the facts which 
distin- they denote and others such as those of physical interaction 
guishes it between bodies. How does seeing, for example, differ from 
physical the reflexion of images in a mirror? How does touching 
interaction differ from mere physical contact? These questions were 
raised by some of the ancients, and answers were in some 
few cases attempted. Of their psychological importance 
there can be no doubt. Having considered in Part II 
what the Greek writers with whom we have here to do 
contributed to their settlement, we shall in Part III proceed 
to the consideration of the sensus communis, the faculty of 
distinguishing and comparing, imagining and remembering, 
with the synthetic or organizing function which Aristotle, 
rightly or wrongly, attributed to 76 alc Oyrixdv. 
Aristotle's = § 2. The problem of mind is complicated with that of 
oe life. An animal must live if it is to feel and perceive. T 
and ar a p ve fe) 
re ieee live it must be nourished, and the faculty of nutrition is 


faculties of for Aristotle biologically prior to that of sense-perception : 
aloeteal indeed, for all Greek writers this empirical relation between 


ITS COMMON AND PECULIAR FEATURES 203 


vital and psychical faculty is axiomatic. Aristotle, there- order and 


fore, was not taking a course peculiar to himself, but merely 
emphasizing his empirical standpoint, when he in his 
psychology discussed the faculties of the soul in this 
order—xnutrient (and generative), sentient (with appetitive 
and locomotive), intellectual’, The nutrient faculty can exist 
without any of the others; these cannot exist without the 
nutrient. So the sentient can exist without the intellectual, 
but the latter cannot exist without the former. The animal 
world is distinguished by the super-addition of atc@no1s to 
the lower or nutritive (and generative) faculty. All animals 
possess sensation, though some do not possess all the 
varieties of sensation. There is, however, one sense which 
all possess—that of touching, with its modification tasting. 
This is that in which all animals fundamentally agree. If 
then one wishes to ascertain Aristotle’s views as to the most 
general and fundamental characteristics of sensation, one 
should understand first what he has to say of this particular 
form of sense-perception. We shall deal with it more 
particularly in connexion with his theory of the senxsus 
communis with which it is so closely connected. But first 
we must consider how much his predecessors had done for 
the purpose of clearing up the notion of sensation in general, 
and how much Aristotle owed to their efforts in this 
direction. We shall find that he owed but little to any 
except Plato. 
Alcmaeon. 

§ 3. We have but scanty information—if indeed we have 
any—as to Alcmaeon’s views of the common and peculiar 
characteristics of sensation. According to Theophrastus’, 
he regarded it as brought about by the interaction of dis- 
similars; he distinguished between 76 aic@dvec@a and 16 
dpoveiv (or 7d Evviévat), the latter being probably not cwpa- 
rixdv, and declared that while the lower animals possess 
sense-perception, man alone has intelligence. In all this 


1 De An. ii. 3. 414* 31 seqq. He varies slightly in his statements, 
but generally speaking adheres to this arrangement. 
2 De Sens. §§ 25-6. 
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sensation we do not discover what we wish to find, namely, how 
Ee Alcmaeon would have distinguished between the fact of 
sense-perception in general and merely physical facts, or 
how he would have stated the fundamental characteristics 
in which all the varieties of sense-perception agree. He 
most probably was, however, of opinion that there is even 
in sensation a peculiarity which distinguishes it from merely 


physical processes (see Rohde, Psyche, ii. p. 171 n.). 
Empedocles. 


Empe- § 4. Empedocles, as we may infer from our records, 


ouet he 2Pproaches more nearly to an appreciation of these ques- 


solved the tions. As we have already repeatedly observed, he held that 
ceil all the particular operations of sense are effected by dzoppoal 


eee entering the pores of the sensory organ, when each organ 
symmetri- 


cal emana- has its fitting object supplied, and when relations of sym- 
setae) metry ! subsist between the dmoppoat from the object and the 


realityhe pores of the organ. Here, then, we find a conception of 
only ob _a.common characteristic of all varieties of sense-perception : 


Neither this requisite ovpperpla between the amoppoai and the zépou. 
did he help 


to answer. But nevertheless for Empedocles there is in this nothing 
os ques" peculiarly characteristic of sensation. Such agreement be- 
ion by his 
principle tween dmoppoal and the pores of objects is the universal con- 
sre dition of the interaction of material bodies. Theophrastus, 
like.’ therefore, pertinently asks*, how animate beings differ, 
according to Empedocles, from inanimate in this respect? 
Shall we have to admit that, when emanations from a body 
fit the pores of an inanimate body, the latter has sensible 
experience of the former? or have all things whatever 
a capacity for sense-perception? If Empedocles’ theory 
were sufficient, says Theophrastus, all substances which 
naturally blend together should be said to perceive 
? It would be worth while to consider how far in this notion of ovp- 
petpia Empedocles anticipates or paves the way for the Aristotelean 
doctrine of the peodrys or Adyos of each aicOyrnpioy, in virtue whereof 
it grasps the form without the matter of the aic@nréy. As regards the 
composition of cdpé and darod», Aristotle himself states (642% 19-24) 
that Empedocles made these severally to consist of a Adyos ris pelEews 
t&v Tor.xelwv—not of any one or two or three elements, or of all merely 
put together. 2 De Sens. §§ 7 and 12. 
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one another’. Another point in which, according to 
Empedocles, all sensory operations agree is that like is 
perceived by like. We perceive external objects by ele- 
ments homogeneous, or identical in kind, with them, forming 
part of our bodily structure and constituting the soul itself. 
Thus to the former requisite relation of cvpperpla is added 
the further requirement of duoudrns between object and organ. 
By this second principle also, Empedocles did but little 
which could be said to raise psychology above the level of 
physics. He showed, indeed, or tried to show, in what the 
various kinds of sense-perception agree, but not that which 
at the same time distinguishes them from physical processes. 
Rather he implicitly denied that there is any such funda- 
mental distinction. Perception is for him only interpenetra- 
tion—a material conception. We shall, indeed, find that 
philosophers divide themselves, henceforth, on this very point, 
viz. into (1) those who assert (implicitly or explicitly) that 
there is no difference at bottom between sense-perception 
and physical interaction, and (2) those who maintain such 
fundamental difference. 
Democritus. 


§ 5. Democritus considered all relations between realities For Demo- 
: : . critus the 
of every kind as reducible to the purely mechanical form. aifforen ce 
Therefore for him no difference could be admitted ulti- between 
° : : ° ° t 
mately between the kind of interaction involved in sense- a a 


perception and that involved in the action of any atomic sean 
bodies upon one another. All interaction whatever consists merely 


in or involves contact: and this is as true of the interaction i gales 


between a percipient and a perceived object as of any other. there be 


Sensation is due in the last resort to a contact between oot 


the objects of sense, or azoppoal from these, all of which are cee 
e ° . ° etween 
atoms combined in various ways, and the spherical atoms gensation 


of which the soul is composed. Theophrastus strangely ™¢ en 


hesitates as to whether for Democritus sense-perception was interaction 
1 Theophr. de Sens. § 12. Empedocles no doubt would accept the 

full consequences of his cosmical doctrine. Despite his discrimination 

of yi mioris from voeiv, he did not believe in any adso/ute distinction 

between sensible and insensible forms of interaction: cf. Rohde, Psyche, 

il, 171 seqq. 
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whatever, or was not to be explained by the interaction of like with 
Senet like 1, When we reflect that for Democritus differences of 
percipien- kind, being all due to sensory discrimination (which can- 
eae not be ultimate), must resolve themselves into quantitative 
ultimately differences, and that he allowed even physical interaction 
mechanical rea Z : ; ; 
interaction between similars (a doctrine in which he differs from the 
aba majority), we cannot share such hesitation. It is, therefore, 
avoid, manifest that we cannot find in the doctrine of Democritus 
anything to distinguish sensory facts from physical facts: 
the former are but a mode of the larger physical total. 
What, then, has he to-say on the other side of the question, 
viz. as to the common feature in which all sensory facts 
agree? We can find no clear statement on this point either. 
The facts of sense-perception are reduced to physical facts 
of contact between the object and the organ: that is all. 
DidDemo- §6. On the general subject of sensation, however, it is 
oe interesting to notice a dictum contained in the Placzta, 
ee that ‘Democritus regarded the aicOjoes as being more 
which our Numerous than the aic@nrd, but that owing to want of 
eaatie correspondence between the alc@nrd and the multitude of 
of perceiv- alaOjoers, some of the latter (or the former?) escape observa- 


ene tion?’ Diels (Dox., p. 399 n.) renders: sensuum affectiones 
EL ewe plures sunt perceptis, sed cum percepta multitudini (affec- 
ourselves ‘tionum) non respondeant, illae non omnes agnoscuntur. In 
scious? «HS lately issued Vorsokratiker (p. 388), however, he illus- 
trates by quoting Lucret. iv. 800 guia tenuia sunt, nist se 
contendit acute, cernere non potis est animus. Zeller, on 
the other hand (Pre-Socr. ii. 267 n., E. Tr.), supplies (not 
tas alcOjces as Diels, but) ra aicdntd before AavOdveww, and 
interprets the passage as having in its original form meant 
that ‘much is perceptible which is not perceived by us, 
because it is not adapted to our senses.’ This interpreta- 
tion Siebeck (Geschichte der Psychologie, pt. i. p. 114) adopts, 
and, as an illustration, mentions our want of ‘a sense 

* De Sens. § 49. See p. 24, n. 1 supra, 

* Stob. Ecl. i. 51, Diels, Dox., p. 399, Vors., p. 388 (mécat eiow ai 
aicOnoes) Anpdxperos meious pev eivat tas alaOnoes tev alcOnrav roé 8é wy} 
dvahoyitey (dvadoyeiv, Diels) ra alcOnra ro mANOE (Sc. trav ala Onoewv, Diels) 
AavOavev, What does ‘ correspondence’ or ‘analogy’ here mean? 
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for the perception of magnetic currents, which we can 
only conceive by translating them psychologically into 
phenomena of seeing.’ It is true that Democritus was 
committed to a belief in the infra-sensible qualities of 
the atoms, which are alc@nrd, perhaps, ex hypothesi, but 
‘disproportionate’ to our aicOnces. Still, in order to get 
the sense which Zeller and Siebeck find in the words, we 
should have mAciw tv alcOjocewv Ta aloOnra, or else take 
tas alcOjoes as equivalent to possible sensations, or sensory 
puwers, and tap alc @nrév as actualized percepts, which would 
be very awkward, even if legitimate. Interesting as it 
would, no doubt, be to find Democritus (who stood at 
the head of the ‘science’ of that time) conceiving tones 
which our ears cannot hear, colours which our eyes cannot 
see, and so on, as well as the infra-sensible atoms them- 
selves on which his physical theory rested, yet it is more 
than questionable whether—on the strength of an excerpt 
(such as that here under discussion) five hundred years 
at least later than the writings of Democritus, and of 
a doubtful reading or interpretation of it—we have any 
right whatever to attribute such conceptions to him. 
Besides, such a theory would implicitly objectivize the 
so-called secondary qualities, contrary to all that we know 
of his teaching. Adopting Diels’ rather than Zeller’s con- 
struction, we might as well, and with equal justification, find 
in the words the germ of some such theory as that of so- 
called ‘latent mental modifications, or that of perceptions 
insensibles afterwards developed by Leibniz. Our aic67- 
ges are more numerous than our alo@yrd (Democritus 
might then seem to say), because we do not notice the 
former unless when we notice the latter. In modern terms, 
we do not notice sensations which, not being referred to an 
object, are not perceptions, There are, in this way, many 
aic@noes which pass without being attended to or coming 
‘into consciousness.’ The argument of Arist. de Ax. iii. 1, 
that ‘there are not more senses than the recognized five,’ 
was directed, perhaps, against the very speculation of 
Democritus (whatever it really was), which is alluded to in 
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the above words of the Placita, but of which unfortunately 
we know nothing more}. 
Anaxagoras. 


ForAnaxa- § 7, According to Anaxagoras voids was the principle of 
Feld | 2h orderly movement, both in the cosmos and in the individual. 


the soul is He did not distinguish vods from Wvy7?, representing both 
absolutely 


hetero. aS absolutely different from any form (or, at least, from 
geneous '¢ any orher form) of material things. While he zmpdies the 
of the ie peculiarity of the interaction implied in sensation, we look 


ie nihen in vain to him for an account of it. He does not define 


action the general features which characterize all sensory activity, 
ion and at the same time distinguish it from other kinds of 
ey activity. The scattered sayings in reference to the senses 
from other Which we find attributed to him, do not help us much 


kinds of | towards the solution of such a problem. Sense-perception 
interaction. 


He does was necessarily (according to his doctrine of vods dycy7s) 
ae pe effected by the relation of unlike to unlike, or rather of con- 


ae vab ie traries, to one another. The sensory act implied, for 
inference 


is. We Anaxagoras, as for Aristotle, a change (d4AAoiwots) of some 

ie Al sort in the organ of perception. This appeared possible 

a - e . . . 

that per- only if the organ and the object were dissimilar. Thus the 
tion : : ° é : i 

ate see reflexion in the eye, on which seeing depends, is formed in 


bythe the part of the eye which is different in colour from the 
interaction 


of con. Object. We perceive heat and cold by touch only when 
eee But the object touched is hotter or colder than the organ. 


physical, SO with the other senses. We perceive all qualities in the 
nee eq Object according to the excess or defect of them in the organ. 


a Sa in But all qualities exist in our organs®, though in different 
the rela- 


tion of per- Proportions ; so that the contrasts required for perception 


pee of objects are always possible in experience. This doctrine, 
erect ¢ 


dum— however, of perception by contrast (of qualities within to 
Lae. qualities without the organism), together with the other 


ee doctrine of wav év mavri, does not go far to clear up the 
involved— 


is left in GiStinctive and general features of sense-perception, or 
obscurity. furnish us with a point of view from which to contemplate 
* For the conception of alcOjces, as well as aicOnrd, too small to be 


noticeable, at least ‘actually,’ cf. Arist. de Sens. vi. 446% 7-15. 
3 Cf. Arist. 404? 1-3. 


* Theophr. de Sens. §§ 27-8; Diels, Dox., p. 507. 18 mdvra yap 


évuTrapxew ev npiv, 
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or pursue this subject apart from physical science. The 
contraries here referred to as required for perception are 
physical on both sides. Whence they derive their con- 
trariety, or how the heterogeneity of the wWvy7, which is 
active in perception, takes effect we are not informed. The 
soul presides over the interacting contrary qualities of the 
perceiving sense and its object; that is all weknow. True 
to his notion of perception by dissimilarity, Anaxagoras 
regards all exercise of the senses as accompanied by, or 
involving, discomfort or distress, consciously or uncon- 
sciously. In proof of this he points to the effects of time 
and age in dulling sense, and also to those of over stimula- 
tion, e.g. by too loud a sound, too brilliant a light, &c. 
He (as we have seen) held the view that in larger animals, 
with their larger sensory organs, sense-perception is more 
perfect than in others’. These vague observations con- 
stitute what we know of his theory of sensation in general. 
Needless to say, it is impossible to ascertain from them 
what settled views (if any) he entertained as to the common 
and peculiar characteristics of sensation. 


Diogenes. 


§ 8. Diogenes of Apollonia, holding as he did that air Diogenes, 
was the divine being, the principium of all things, the fos WBomade 


et origo of sense and thought and order in the world, the supreme 

deus in nobis, endeavoured to give details respecting the Bn 
sensory function of animals, and in connexion with the air intellect, | 
within them—especially, or in the first instance, that around substance 
the brain, but ultimately that also in the region of the heart. . Sit 


As air was not only the principium of thought and sense, could not 
. e fe) 
but also of things, for Diogenes, as for Empedocles and that there 
Democritus, it was axiomatic that /ke is perceived by /zke, 's ulti- 
: : mately any 
We of course look as vainly to him, as to the others, for peculiar 
a distinctive and common account of the various kinds ele: 


of sense-perception, such as Plato and Aristotle desire and action of 
attempt to supply. The internal air on which hearing, (roan and 


seeing, and smelling most immediately depend, is that in object to 


1 Theophr. de Sens. §§ 31-4, 


BEARE P 
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distinguish or around the brain. Diogenes may, however, have held 
pe that sense involved a faculty of synthesis—a faculty of 
acer. For combining the data of sense. If so, then for him this 
chelegss faculty probably had its centre or seat in the thorax’. 
in the last Tf this be so, his position would exhibit some approximation 


fete itself to that of Aristotle, making us curious to know more about 

in physics. i+, It is not, however, hard for Theophrastus? to show that 
the psychology of Diogenes, like that of Empedocles, pro- 
vides no ultimate discriminant between sensory and other 
processes, but tends rather to merge psychology in physics. 
When Diogenes, for example (after the manner of Empe- 
docles to some extent), explains dogpyats by the cupperpia 
between the odour, wafted to the organ of sense, and the 
air around the brain, in consequence of which ovpperpia the 
odour and the said air are blended together ; Theophrastus 
naturally asks: what then is there to distinguish this from 
all other kinds of «paois? Diogenes must either deny that 
there is anything to distinguish them, or acknowledge that 
he has omitted to state it, if there is. He would probably, 
if pressed to choose, have accepted the former alternative. 


Plato. 
Plato’s § 9. Plato is the first writer who confronts the problem 


a oi before us with a clear conception of its meaning. He 


sensation: defines sensation in general (alo@no.s) as a ‘communion of 
a move- ° ° ° 
evan ea soul and body in relation to external objects. The faculty 


mor to, __ belongs to the soul; the zzstrument is the body. Both in 
body, but Common become by means of imagination apprehensive of 


Preswgh & external objects®’ In the Philebus Plato himself says: 


the body ‘Suppose that some of the affections which are in the body 


to th ik 9 
The dif. {fom moment to moment exhaust themselves in the body 


Laces alone before—or without—reaching the soul, thus leaving 
through the latter unaffected; while others pass through both, and 
* According to the doubtful testimony of the Placzta, Aét. iv. 5. 7, 
Diels, Dox., p. 391, Diogenes placed rd jyeyouxdy in the dprnpiax) 

Kothia ths Kapdtas. * De Sens. § 46. 

° Plut. E Zit. iv. 8, Diels, Dox., p. 394. ‘By means of imagination’ = 
61a avracias, This gives to gavracia the prominence which later 
psychologists attributed to it, but which it does not really, in this con- 
nexion, receive from Plato. 
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impress on both a sort of tremor of a quite peculiar kind, the body, 
in which both—body and soul—participate. ... When body §™'"8 ©° 


the mo- 


and soul in this way partake of this common affection and ag of 
‘ ‘ its tissues. 
are moved by this common movement, if you should call The parts 
this movement sensation (afc@yno1s) you would speak quite ae 
correctly?’ In the 7zmaeus again Plato gives his general therefore 
5 “ i 2 - immobile 
conception of sensory affection. ‘We have? yet to consider ono 


the most important point relating to the affections which sensation. 
‘ ‘ Plato,in his 

concern the whole body in common, viz. the cause of the conception 

pleasurable and painful qualities in the affections which ore enae: 

we have discussed, and also the processes which involve distinguish 

sensations produced through the bodily organs, and are pe ore 

accompanied by pains and pleasures in themselves. This element 

then is how we must conceive the causes in the case of ee 

every affection, sensible or insensible, recollecting how we 

defined above the source of mobility and immobility ; for 

in this way we must seek the explanation we wish to find. 

When that which is naturally mobile is impressed by even 

a slight affection, it spreads abroad the motion, the par- 

ticles producing the same effect upon one another, until, 

coming to the centre of consciousness %, it announces the 

property of the agent ; but a substance that is immobile is 

too stable to spread the motion round about, and thus 

it merely receives the affection but does not stir any 

neighbouring part; so that, as the particles do not pass 

on one to another the original impulse which affected them, 

or transmit it to the entire creature, they leave the recipient 

of the affection without sensation*. This happens in the 

case of the bones, hair, and generally the parts formed of 


earth®; while the former conditions apply chiefly to sight 


1 Phileb. 33 D-34.A. From this passage, with the exception of the 
da havracias, an insertion borrowed from later psychology, that quoted 
above from the Placita seems derived. 

2 Tim. 64 A-C (Archer-Hind’s version for the most part). In 
what follows ateOnois is confusedly treated as = feeling A/ws cognitive 
sensation. 

8 +d d@pdvipov: I cannot render it with Mr. Archer-Hind the ‘sentient 
part’: it includes more than this. $ 

5 Cf. Arist. de Ax. ili. 13. 435° 24 seqq. 

Pre 


> , 4 A ‘ 
avataOnrov mapéaxe Td Tabor. 


Plato’s 
description 
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and hearing, because these contain the greatest proportion 
of fire and air?’ In another passage * he explains the cause 
of sensation, and its disturbing effects upon intelligence, 
as resulting from interaction between the elements which 
form the body and those external to it. ‘For great as was 
the tide sweeping over them (sc. the bodies of newly created 
creatures) and flowing off—the tide which brought them 
sustenance—a yet greater tumult was caused by the effects 
of the bodies that struck against them; as when the body 
of any one came in contact with some alien fire that met it 
from without, or with solid earth, or with liquid glidings of 
water, or if he were caught in a tempest of winds, borne on 
the air; and so the motions from all these elements rushing 
through the body penetrated to the soul. This is in fact 
the reason ® why these have all alike been called, and are 
still called, sensations (alc@nves). Then, too, did they 
produce the most wide and vehement agitation for the time 
being, joining with the perpetually streaming current in 
stirring and violently shaking the revolutions of the soul, 
so that they altogether hindered the circle of the Same by 
flowing contrary to it, and they stopped it from governing 
and going.’ Plato does not in these passages distinguish 
sensation, as element in cognition, from feeling. The 
disturbing effects referred to by him are really due to the 
emotions connected with pleasure and pain. Aristotle 
also regards sensation as an affection common to body and 
soul, and beginning with the former +. 

§ 10. Further light is thrown upon Plato’s conception of 


1 With this passage cf. that of Aristotle 459% 28-> 5, where the latter 
illustrates the transmission of sensation from point to point by the way 
in which heat is diffused through the body from the first point of con- 
tact to the apyn. The éws ris dpyns of 459° 3 seems to correspond in 
a way to the péxpurep dy emi rd dpdvipoy of Plato above: Zim. 64 A-C. 

2 Tim. 43 B-D (Archer-Hind). Here Plato, by his account of the 
agitation in the bodily tissues of newly created beings, seems to give 
or suggest the explanation adopted by Aristotle (de Zem. 450° 5) of 
the feebleness of the intelligence and memory of very young children. 

® As if to connect aicOnots with doOpaive, V aF-n-p. 

* 436° 6 4 8 aicOnots drt 8a Tod Toparos yiverat tH xy Spdov Kal did 
Tov Adyou kai Tod Adyov xapis. 
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sensation by a passage in the Theaetetus'. He discusses of sensa- 


Sos ° fe : tion as 
the Protagoreo-Heraclitean doctrine that ‘man is the jo... 


measure of all things, from the point of view of its effects cognition 
upon objective ROMS The doctrine is based upon the oa 


Heraclitean maxim mdvra pei. This maxim applied to the view 4v7a 
subject of sensation or sensory perception results as follows. Sensation 
Protagoras held with Heraclitus that all physical things Consists 7 


, 2 i mere be- 
are in incessant motion. Motions are innumerable, but all coming: in 


fall into two classes, the passive and the active®. Things eee 
have their so-called qualities only by acting or being acted ant 
on. But activity and passivity are always relative: hence The ai. 


no quality belongs to anything fer se. Only by interaction a see 
NTov, 


or relation of some sort are things determined in quality. with é ai- 
: 2 A Gavé 
We cannot say that they are ger se anything in particular: [ne 


or even that they ave, at all. They only decome: they are lost an the 
ux Of an 


always becoming, not being. Our sensory presentations ever chang- 

arise by the concurrence of the aforesaid kinds of motion— He ponies 
xpiana- 

the active and the passive. The active belongs to what we Hou ban 


call the alcOnrdv or object of sense ; the passive belongs to this point 
of view of 


the percipient or subjective organ 8. When an object comes what is 
; ? : meant by 
into contact with our sense-organ, so that the object acts oyiec and 


on the organ, and the organ is acted upon by the object, organ of 
sense: as 


a sensation, on the one hand, arises in the organ, while on wey) as by 


the other hand, the object appears endowed with certain ieee 


qualities. Thus arise in the organ sensations of seeszg, commonly 
“i ascribed 
hearing, smelling, cooling, burning, pleasure, pain, desire, \- tinge, 


fear, &c.; while in the object arise colours, tones, &c. 
Some objects consist of slow motion, e.g. those which 
we call objects of touch. These produce their effects only 
on what is near them. Others are of quick motion, and 


1 The Protagoreo-Heraclitean scepticism, which stimulated Plato to 
epistemology, is also most fruitful for psychological speculation. That 
of Gorgias, on the other hand, is metaphysical in the main, and of little 
help for psychology. A perfect epistemology must have sounded the 
depths of sensational scepticism. 

2 Theaetet. 156A tis dé kunoews S00 €idn, mnOer perv Gmeipov Exarepor, 
dvvapuy Se 76 pev morety Exo, TO Se mace. 

5 It will be observed that Aristotle in the same way fixes the relation 
of object to organ as active to passive. 


214 SENSATION IN GENERAL 


reach far; such are the objects of sight. The above results, 
however, viz. sensation in the organ and quality in the object, 
occur only in the said contact, and last only while it lasts. 
The eye does not see when not affected by colour; the 
object is without colour when not seen by an eye. Nothing 
therefore is or becomes what it is or becomes for itself and 
in itself, but only in relation to the subject perceiving ; 
and the object presents itself differently to the subject 
according to the varying constitution of this subject. 
Things are for each man what they appear to him; and 
they necessarily appear to him according to his state or 
condition at the time. There is no objective truth. There 
are no universally valid propositions: no science, but only 


opinion}. 
It was § 11. Thus Plato in the operations of sense fer se finds, 
oe to according to the above doctrine of Protagoras, nothing 


DHL fixed or stable, which could form the basis of knowledge. 
system . « 
eoisetios Nor can we doubt that if he had stopped at the point of view 


vey eae of empirical psychology, as he conceived it, he would have 
place the been a devoted and enthusiastic follower of Heraclitus and 


ce 
aoe Protagoras. He constructed, however, an epistemology by 


ee which he rescued the work of thought and belief from this 
the school disordered and chaotic condition. He was unable to dis- 


of Prota~ cover in sense-perception ~er se any mov oré—any fixed 


goras the A x 
interaction Point to which the scattered data of sense could rally ?, and 


ees + ang Which could therefore constitute a starting-point for science. 


i aoe He asked himself the question how the interaction of 
not differ SUbject and object in sense-perception per se differs from 
etmd the physical interaction between things in nature, and was 
interaction. convinced that, for the school of Heraclitus and Protagoras 
Seana at all events, there is zo difference. One cannot read 


oe Plato’s energetic and eloquent words without. perceiving 
Aristotle, are 
containin that up to the present stage of the argument he is with 


itselfa  Protagoras heart and soul. Here i i 
prccipect $ then we discover a wide 


synthesis. gulf separating him from his pupil, Aristotle. The latter 


i 5 d ; : : 
aceee did not think it necessary to go outside the province 


* Plato, Theaetet. 156 A-157 C; Zeller, Pre-Socratics, (E. Tr.) ii. 449. 
? Cf. Arist. Am. Post. 100% 11, 
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of perception itself to discover a germ of the synthetic objective 
power which should lay the foundation of experience; an es 
experience capable of being developed, under the presiding pene 
help of universal conceptions, into sczence. Having no to anid 


conception of a xowv7 atodnots, ar synthetic faculty of sense, ets " 


Plato treated the subject of alc@nois with scant respect, which he 
being chiefly interested always, wherever he returns to it, in relisted 


showing how untrustworthy it is as an element of knowledge. ete eed 
10n, us 


He did not find in it the characteristics which Aristotle he was 
found—critical and comparative power, proportionality, the met ay 
quality of pecdrns. Aristotle brought downwards to sense when 
the characteristics of intelligence. He could not assent Pie feo 
to the theory of a complete breach between the lower and with the 
the higher faculties of mind. Plato denuded sense of all ee 
synthetic power, and, for the explanation of the possibility te-—what 
5 aot : . - is the fea- 
of scientific knowledge, which he as well as his pupil had at ture in 
heart, had to fall back altogether upon the activity of the ee 


understanding. How the sensibility and the understanding, which dis- 
having in this way no principle of community between re aes 
them, should be harmonized, was a question which Plato pbysicalin- 
could hardly answer. Aristotle tried to solve it by en- snipers 
dowing sense with synthetic faculty, which he ascribed, as ae 
we shall see, to that particular department which he calls 
the xow% alc@yors. Thus he tried to fill the breach which 
Plato had made. He saw that a theory of mind, which 
ignores the activity and implicit generality of sense, is 
as false as one which disregards or denies the all- 
regulating power of reason. Plato’s idealism had not 
succeeded in penetrating to the dark recesses of sense; 
that of Aristotle, no less lofty but far more attentive to 
the details of concrete living experience, was at least 


a deliberate attempt to interpret sense in terms of reason. 


Aristotle. 


§ 12. It will be found that there is, according to Aristotle, eae 
°O 


a complete parallelism between at least the sentient soul, Pinions 
as a whole, and any one of its so-called parts; also between ey 

. . . . . sentien 
the bodily organism which is the instrument of the former, soul; also 


in bodily 
organism 
as its in- 
strument. 
Sentient 
soul to 
body as 
Jorm to 
matter. 
Sensation 
generally: 
the faculty 
of appre- 
hending 
the form 
of objects 
without 
their 
matter. 
This true 
of the sen- 
tient soul 
and body 
as whole; 
and also of 
each ‘part’ 
of soul and 
the organ 
of this. 
The dis- 
tinction of 
form from 
matter 

has botha 
physical 
and a non- 
physical 
aspect, and 
so intro- 
duces us 

to a way 
of differen- 
tiating the 
relation 
involved in 
sensation 
froma 
merely 
physical, 
e. g. me- 
chanical, 
relation 
between 
bodies. 
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and the particular portion of the body which forms the 
instrument of the latter. In consequence of this parallelism 
Aristotle can illustrate, as he does, his conception of soul 
as entelecheia of body by comparison with visual power, 
as entelecheia of the eye. In order, therefore, to ascertain 
what his conception was of the characteristic of sensation 
generally, in which, while all its forms agree, they all differ 
from merely physical operations, we shall not only consider 
what he says directly on the latter point, but also what he 
says of the sentient soul as a whole, so far as it bears upon 
our question. I say the seztienzt soul; because difficulties 
arise as to the intellectual functions and their connexion 
for Aristotle with the sensory functions, owing to which we 
can scarcely adduce his general account of yvy7 as a whole 
in order to illustrate his view of the meaning of sense. It 
is in developing his view of the relation of soul—especially 
the sentient—with body in general, that he expounds the 
idea of the soul being to the body as form is to matter ; 
on which idea his explanation of sensation in general rests 
also. For him the first essential characteristic of sensation 
in general is the power of sense to apprehend the form of 
objects without the matter’. In this all the senses, in all 
their manifestations, agree with one another; and in this 
essential characteristic they differ from inanimate things 
operating on one another according to merely physical laws. 
The distinction between form and matter, seeming the key to 
that between psychical and non-psychical, is fundamental in 
the philosophy of Aristotle ; and although it connects itself 
properly with his metaphysics it is also of essential impor- 
tance, if we are to understand his psychology of sense, that 
we should clearly conceive the way in which he applies this 
distinction, first, to the relation of soul and body, or of sense 
and sense-organ; and secondly, to the relation of sensory 


* He agrees with Plato in the definition of aloOnots as a kivnais ris did 
ToU Omparos ths ux7s, but this definition, having served its purpose 
of connecting empirical psychology with the sphere of physics, is left 
behind, and a more characteristic and fruitful definition is sought for. 
Cf. 436” 6 with 424 16; Zeller, Avis¢. (E. Tr.) ii. 58. 
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apprehension—sense-perception—wherein the knowing sub- 
ject perceives by sense the qualities of an object. Soul zs 
form and apprehends form; and the same is true of each 
sense-organ (gua animate) and its function. For we are 
seeking, be it remembered, the respect in which the relation 
of percipiens to percipiendum differs, according to Aristotle, 
from a merely physical, e.g. a mechanical, relation. 

§ 13. Aristotle? arrives at his most comprehensive view Definition 
of wux7 as follows. There is a class of things called ee be 
substances (ovcfa), i.e. determinately existing things, two con- 
Any such thing may be viewed (a) as to its matter, (0) as Gh that of 
to its form, (¢) as to the whole (oveia) which results from ee 
the union of the two*. Matter is mere potentiality, form into form 
actuality, The latter may have grades, e. g. a lower which oy oe 
corresponds to émorjyn, and a higher which corresponds to @¢twality 
70 Oewpetv, or the exercise of émicrijpn. Now the commonest rege 
instances of substances are furnished by bodies, especially “24: 
natural bodies (¢voixa cépara). Of the latter some have 
life—by this being meant a process involving the main- 
tenance of nutrition, growth, and decay in such bodies. 

Every natural body having life is an otota, with all the 
implications above stated. Such living body cannot per se 
(sc. gua body) constitute soul. The body gua matter is the 
subtectum (rd bnoxeluevov); while the soul, in virtue of which 
the body is qualified as living, if a substance at all, is such 
in only a formal sense—ovcia 7 xara Adyor, or eldos. Such 
substance as this—the ovoia 7 xara Adyov or eldos—is the év- 
TeAéxeva, or actualization, as distinguished from the dvvauis, 
or potentiality, of the living body. Bearing in mind that 
évredexeta has the grades above illustrated, the one corre- 
sponding to émor7un, the other to rd Oewpetv, we next observe 

1 4128 1-414 28. ovaia in Aristotle generally = anything subsisting for 
itself, forming no inherent part or attribute of anything else, and not 
requiring a substratum different from itself. mpérai ovcia are distin- 
guished from devrepa odgia as individuals from genera and species. 

The use of the term ovcia respecting yvx7 must be carefully watched at 
the point where yvy7 comes to be spoken of as the ovoia » xara Adyor 


of the (gov. 
2 JAn is used first by Aristotle as the philosophical term for ‘matter’ ; 


but such usage sight have been suggested by Plato, 77m. 69 A. 


The terms 
form and 
matter 
derived 
from ob- 
jects of 
sense, 
Form and 
mattereven 
in these 
are only 
notionally 
distin- 
guishable. 
But this 
notional 
distinction 
imparts the 
character 
of idealism 
to all ex- 
perience 
from its 
very incep- 
tion on- 
wards and 
upwards. 
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that, as évreAdyera of living body, Wvx7 answers to the former 
of these. For the possession of soul, by a living body, is 
consistent with the non-exercise of its faculties, for instance, 
during sleep. The capacity for such exercise is chrono- 
logically prior, in the individual, to the actual exercise. 
Hence we call soul the first évreddxeva of a living body, 
or of a natural body capable of living. Such potency or 
capacity belongs to bodies which possess organs, and there- 
fore to vegetable as well as to animal bodies. Thus we 
formulate a definition sufficiently general to apply to all 
kinds of soul, if we state that it is the first évrehéxeva of a 
natural organic body. With this definition as expressing the 
nature of the seztien¢ soul only we shall here have to do. 

§ 14. Without clearly understanding Aristotle’s distinction 
of matter and form, we could not understand his theory of 
sensation. There is one fixed word for matter, viz. orn, 
but form is expressed by several: cyjpa, popp7, etdos. From 
the frequent use of the two first, it would appear that the 
philosophical distinction was imported from the ordinary or 
vulgar use of popdy and An, to distinguish the material of 
an object from its shape, by which, therefore, this distinction 
in its primary form is best illustrated. A lump of wax has 
always and must have some shape. The shape and the 
wax are inseparable except by abstraction—an act of 
thinking. The shape must have a matter or material, the 
material a shape. The shape and material are different 
indeed, but do not differ as, e.g., two lumps of wax would 
differ from one another. These are locally and really 
separable; not so the shape and material of one lump. 
The shape of one lump of wax cannot perish without the 
material sharing its fate; nor can the material perish— 
it cannot even be thought away—without the shape also 
vanishing. If the lump ceases to have any form it ceases to 
exist ; and so, too, if it ceases to have any matter. We may 
name the shape and the material separately, and by different 
names,but we cannot even imagine a material substance with- 
out some shape, or a shape without material. Matter and 
form are thus correlative terms notionally (Ady) distinct, i.e. 
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distinguishable by an effort of mental abstraction, and by 
this only. Such distinction borrowed from objects in space 
was transferred by Aristotle to every concrete individual ; 
not merely those possessing physical properties, but all 
others, including the entities with which metaphysical 
speculation undertakes to deal. In regard to every indi- 
vidual thing (réde 7.) of any kind, therefore, Aristotle dis- 
tinguishes (1) its matter, (2) its form, (3) the composite 
consisting of both. Neither matter nor form by itself 
constitutes the individual—the réde 7. It is constituted 
or consists of both together. This distinction of form and 
matter is, as made by reason or thought, the first step 
towards the idealizing of experience, and the introduction, 
or discernment, of the characteristic which distinguishes 
sensation generally from purely mechanical or other kinds of 
physical interaction. In virtue of it, or our power to make 
it, experience and all that it can contain is from the first 
endowed with a character derived from mind. 

§ 15. To form Aristotle gives precedence in rank and The pro- 
importance. The reason of this for him is, no doubt, that eee 
form, though itself unknowable in nature apart from matter, isa pro- 
is what renders things capable of being known. All the shyt 
determinate qualities of things, all the predicates by which etic 
they can be the subject of conversation or reasoning, come Of mere 
under the head of form. The determination of the ‘form’ See as 
of a thing is a progress in the complete knowledge of that without 
thing. The reverse process, by which knowledge of form is ae 
»bliterated, would ultimately leave our minds a blank. For Spprene. 
mere matter is amere negative. It has fer se no predicates, Hence 
and nothing real could be known about it. As, therefore, ata 
scientific and all knowledge advances pari passu with further the 
determination of the form of a subject—and as science con- eng 
fined to mere matter would be impossible—indeed incon- By form 

- : : . a we know 
ceivable—it was natural for Aristotle to give the higher matter: not 
place in dignity to form as compared with matter. Form is Vice versa. 
on the side of clearness and knowledge; matter, on that of 
confusion and ignorance. But for a single res completa, or 


for a real world, we, in Aristotle’s opinion, require both. 
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Affinity bee § 16. The distinction between matter and form is allied 


tween the to the distinction between potentiality (80vayis) and actu- 


ae ality (évépyeva, évreddxera), also of capital importance in 
acai Aristotle. It is not hard to see the affinity between the 


sali two distinctions. Matter is that which exists only poten- 
a tially; before anything can be a rdéde r1—can exist at 


matter. = C . : ta. 
The fact. @ Particular place in a particular time—it must have form. 


ofsoul | Unformed matter is something which can only be conceived 
roe | as possibility: something which is conceived as nothing 
ete a yet, but which is capable of becoming anything, we do not 
definite po- yet know what, according to the form it may assume. 


tentialities Nature exhibits no instances of such potentiality, such 


renders 

such ideas unformed matter, in the absolute sense; but relatively 
h ; : ; : ‘ 

capes speaking, many natural things illustrate it. It is seen 


ee especially in the processes of organic life, such as that of 
absurd. growth from seed to tree. The seed is the tree in potency, 
or formed imperfectly ; the tree is the seed in actuality, or 
perfectly formed. The process is one from matter less 
formed to matter more formed; but even at the lowest 
steps we can find no matter that has not already some 
form. When the potentiality of some particular matter 
has been completely actualized, it has, in Aristotle’s 
phrase, reached its évreAéyera—its final consummation. In 
the successive steps of the process, however, each higher 
stage is évépyeca compared to the lower; dvvauis as com- 
pared to those above it. The idea of the soul entering into, 
or passing by transmigration through, a variety of different 
bodies is absurd. It is not with every casual body that 
a given form of soul will unite itself. To suppose other- 
wise is as erroneous as to suppose that a carpenter could 
do his work with a flute as well as with hammer or saw ?. 
The c@p2 § 17. Accordingly we may see what Aristotle meant by 
hasan speaking of the animate body as ovcia of which the cépa 


existence 


of its own; er sé is the #An, while the soul fer se is etdos. For the oGua 
it is a 7dd¢€ : : : oie s 
m—an tO have life is to have realized in it certain antecedent 


ovgia potentialities, which belonged to the dy from which the living 


1 The difference of these may be neglected here. 


> Cf. 407 14-25. This is directed against the Pythagoreans and 
Plato’s Phaedo, 
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body has sprung. ‘vx7 is the realization of such potentia- having not 


lities. The (Gov is the réde ru. Its puxy is that in virtue of oy ue 


which it lives—that which is the seal and mark of the a/orm too. 
arate . a y . ; Such is the 
potentialities of its cGua gua trkyn. The soul is not a rdde TL, case with 


neither is it something joined to, and capable of separation joes 
ump 


from, the o6yua1, any more than form generally from matter. matter of 


It is yux7, however, that gives meaning or intelligibility to see 


the organic body whose functions are adapted to its main- is not an 
tenance, and employed for its sake. Thus the évreddyera oe 
and the rédos are identical. While, however, the yoy?) but onlyan 


. f seer aots : ovoia Kara. 
is no 1dd¢ r1—no concrete individual thing—we cannot say Xyo,. 


this of céua. The Jatter indeed taken fer se, and with- “tonal 
* 5 ., entity. 
out soul as a dead body might be, is no longer what it The body 
was when animated or fit for the habitation of soul; it is ae - 
no more an animal body than an ddOadyds deprived or bronetye- 
incapable of vision (dys), such as an eye of stone, would be Med bse 
an eye in the same sense as one with its native power. It not be 
A c the form 
could now have the name it formerly bore only in an o¢ sou, 
ambiguous or homonymous way. Yet, though not the pee Aree 
same as what it was, it is a concrete individual thing ; which explained 
could not be said of its évredéxera, the Wuxi per se, out Or Purely 
of relation to the céua. The body when lifeless is still istic hypo- 
b sn th h i rZ , Th thesis. 
a substance, a réde 71, though no longer €uvxdv re. Cle set en 
fore body cannot be said to be itself the «ldos or form CBs Sean 
. : lon o € 
soul. In other words soul cannot be explained materially— attributes 
as consisting of any form of material body however fine. eee 
Body is always of the nature of a swdzectum: the subject of we must 
attributes and predicates: not itself an attribute or pre- ee 
dicate. We can no more say that body zs the soul of an ovsia xara 
. . Ad-yov— 
animal, than we could say that the wax zs the shape or oy), 
form of the cube of wax before us. Its cubicalness is a 
predicate of the wax as a subject, and this relation is irre- 
versible. Thus, and for the analogous reason, we could 
not say that in a given living (gov the body is the soul, or 
in other words, that the soul is material. The cubicalness 


is a quality predicable of the wax, and now belonging to it 


1 In this Aristotle seems to attack the very basis of the main 
argument of Plato’s Phaedo. 
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as the result of a process of change. Just so in the living 
body, its soul—its being alive—is the quality which informs 
and determines it to its intelligible character. 
Conditio § 18. The soul, then, is the actualization of the poten- 
eee tiality of life, and this it is in virtue of its being the form 
isthatit of the living body. But it is only a stage—the first stage 


hould : 6 j aradee 
rae —in a process of actualization. With it ends the process 


i Sm pe upwards from lifeless tn to An which now lives ; and with 
case of the it again begins another process upwards from mere life, as 
ne in vegetables, to the life which has intelligence (vods) in its 


organs of sublimest energy. That the body should live, organs are 
sense, ° . 
Parallel necessary. That further determination or development 


between of soul should take place—that, for example, it should 
animated rise from its lowest grade such as plants exhibit to the 
Peas ce a next above it—that of sentiency which all animals exhibit— 


sentient further organs are necessary. These are the instruments of 
organs. . oe ° . 
Fech sense itS activity or functionality: the organs of sense. 


aa Just as the soul is the first entelechy of living body, so 
éredéxera ach sense is the first entelechy of the organ adapted to its 
f h : ° ° ° ° 

poor function. Each sense is the form, while its organ (a portion 


organ: of the body) is the matter. The senses all postulate the 
the whole ,. . “ Peed 
yy) al- living body as their substratum or ground of possibility ; 


hater in their manifestations of function, and in their development, 
the whole they each offer the closest parallel to the sentient soul as 


acre a whole in its relationship to the body as a whole. This 


Relation of parallelism is stated by Aristotle himself. As each sensory 


1 and : : e P 5 
body. We Organ is organic to that sense, so the whole céya is organic 


net say to Woyx7, and is qualified as such an dpyavov!. The soul, 
a ey . . ° ° ° 
are one and not being material, is not a magnitude. Again, we 


the same must not ask whether soul and body are one, any more 
thing: ? 


neither can than whether the wax and the figure it bears are one, 


oe or generally whether any material and that of which it 


iwo things. is the material are one. Soul is called an otcla—a sub- 


* Cf. 645° 14 émel b€ rd pev Spyavov may evexd Tov, Trav S€ tov cdparos 
popiwy éxacroy évexd Tov, Td b€ ov evexa mpakis tis, havepdy Gre Kal +d 
civohov cSpa ouvérrnke modkeas twos évexa mANpovs. This is confined 
by Aristotle to the lower part of yuy7, and does not apply to the dis- 
tinctively noétic part, which is Jossibly xwptotdv, and which belongs to 
the subject of sparn didogodia, not of ‘ physics.’ 
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stance or essence—but this must not be taken to mean that As pupil 
it is a rdde rt. It is an ovola % Kara Tov Adyov—an ideal or Reg 
formal substance—the actualization of the idea underlying the living 
the potentiality of body to live. Without it the living body body and 
would no longer live: its structure and organs would have sey 
lost their meaning, or would not fulfil the idea* which (dor. 
informs them. ‘... We can see this! by comparison with 
certain particular organs and their functions. If the eye 
(6p0adyds) were an animal ((@ov), then, by analogy, its soul 
would be its visual faculty () dys). This (dus) is the 
form or ideal substance of the eye (ovcla dpOadpod 7) xara 
tov Adyov). So the eye is the matter (#An) of the visual 
faculty (dews), lacking which it would be an eye no longer 
in the same meaning of the term as before, but only in 
some other, just as an eye carved in stone or painted 
in a picture might bear this name. We must conceive 
what is true, in this manner, of the part as true also of the 
living body as a whole. For as each sensory function is 
to its sensory organ, so is the whole sentient soul (7 5An 
ata@no.s) to the whole sentient body as such.... As 
seeing (dpacis) is the full consummation (évreA€xera) of the 
potentiality of the eye, so waking? is that of the potentia- 
lity of the whole living body. The soul is the realization 
of the potentiality of the organic body, in the way in which 
vision as a power is that of the organ of vision. Con- 
sidered per se, the body is that which has only the potency 
of living. As the “pupil” and its visive function (dys) 
together make up the eye (dp@aApés), so the soul and the 
body together make up the animal (1d (@ov).’ 
§ 19. The foregoing has been needful to prepare us in Thus in 

: : sense-per- 
some measure to understand the comparatively brief sec- ception 
tion? in which Aristotle, having previously given a detailed Eke af 
account of the special senses, recurs to the theme of fortis the 
sensation generally, in order to state the characteristics eatin 
which distinguish it from all material interaction. Alc@nots of body) 


1 412> 6-28. 
2 éypnyopats, what we might call complete consciousness. 
424% 16-3, 
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through _ is, he says}, a form of yydots. We have to conceive alcdnaus 


its parts; : 7 ; c 
(erick * e in general as the power which animals possess, in virtue 


the form of their Wvx7 and alo@ntipia, of apprehending sensible 


of their : : : : : 2 
respective Objects in their forms without their matter ®, as wax takes 


ou the mark (onelov) of the seal ring, without taking the iron 
organs 


apprehends Or the gold of which the latter may be composed, but quite 


(ee the indifferently as to this material element. In the same, 


qualities) of or in an analogous, way, sense-perception is related to its 


pine ie objects. It apprehends the colour or taste, or other sensible 


Peed: quality of things, being affected by each thing not in so 
analy cone far as such thing is a réde re or substance, but in so far as it 


ree form is a rovovdi, i.e. possesses particular quality For form 


individual, apprehends form. The soul, which is the otoia 9 xara Adyov 


ae ais, of the whole animate body,7zforms the sensory organ ; and 
Implicit the latter by its form becomes apprehensive of the forms of 
Sli objects. Though sense thus grasps the form in objects, it 


aa differs from intelligence in not grasping the universal as 
particular such. It only seizes the form in the individual rdde tu, i.e. 


sensory: : : . ; 
orean as i @ given thing at a given time and place. Yet even so, 


distinct we can observe the implicit universality of knowledge from 


fromthe ; ° : 7 e 
function) is its Commencement in sensible experience. For even in the 


ae pet of individual, however limited as to place and time, the form 
ing . : a 
animal is implicitly universal ; and alc@novs, being not roddé rivos, but 


ee rod To.odde*, has the implicitly universal as its object. So much 
this faculty for the general character of aic6yovs or sense- petcep aes, 


fi = 
re ae A sensory organ, on the other hand, in its primary ® con- 


eae apatt ception, is that part of a living animal in which the faculty 
Tom 
matte. Of apprehending form apart from matter appears. This 


series faculty depends on the constitution of the organ: no part 


organto Can be such an organ unless it occupies the position of 


its facult ote A ¢ 
like that of 2 7”€an between the qualities which are extremes in the 


body to scale of sense to which it refers®, The sense (atc@nous) and 


1 731% 33 yraais tus, cf. 458> 2, 432 16. 

® 424 17 10 Oexrixdy rv aicOnrav cidav dvev tis Ans, cf. 425» 23, 434% 29. 
cid in 424* 17, required on general grounds, and supported by its use 
in 434* 29, is certainly sound. 

* odx 7) Exacrtov éxeivor Aéyerat GAN’ 7 rotovdi Kal ard Tov Aéyov. 
4 Vide 87 28, 100% 16, 5 424° 24, 
* For this thought that the organ must be a mean between the 
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its organ (alo@nrjpiov) are in a way the same and yet not a 
the same’. They are different in conception (Ady) or hole 


in their way of manifesting themselves (r@ eva). That ihe orga, 
which perceives is, gua part of cdma, a péyeOos or magni- whole 


: : ° - : +. o@pa,isa 
tude ; but the essential idea or function of perception is cig enirudes 


no magnitude or material, but a ratio or power of some the faculty 


. ° ° Bue is not, but 
kind inherent in the perceiving organ®. From these con- ;ather a 


siderations (viz. that the faculty of a sense-organ depends “40 or 
on its occupying a due mean or proportion between apy ee 
two different objects in its scale) it is plain why excessive 
impressions from sensible objects of any sense injure or 
destroy the organ. If the motion set up by the object is 
too strong for the organ, the essential mean or proportion 
is disturbed; and this being disturbed, sensory power is 
lost; just as the musical quality of a lyre is lost if it be 
struck so violently as to break the strings °. 

§ 20. The fact that there are three kinds of soul—the Unity of 


: ‘ : 1 con- 
nutrient (and generative), the sextient (and motor), and peta ale 


the zxtellectual—is consistent with the unity of soul as aerek 


awhole. Aristotle illustrates this by reference to the unity sity of its 


of higher geometrical figures, which still implicitly contain Feutiss. , 


the lower. Thus the quadrilateral is one, though it contains by geo- 
the trilateral. The nutrient is contained in the sentient rieeaeg 
soul; the nutrient and sentient in the intellectual ; yet the 


extremes—or any two different qualities—in the scale of aic@nra to 
which it refers, and hence must not itself have any of the qualities in 
a determinate degree, but only in such a way as to be relatively, e.g., 
cold as compared with a hot object, hot as compared with a cold, cf. 
Plato, Zim. 50 D-E; also Arist. 4299 15 seqq., and § 24 infra. 

1 Just as are Wux7 and capa. 

2 G\dAa Adyos tes Kal Svvayis exeivou. Editors make éxeivov = rod 
alc@nrod; Bonitz (Jud. 437% 48) takes it as=peyéOous, and (Jzd. 206° 17) 
as = rod aicOnrov. It appears to me to be a subjective genitive, 
referring to ro alaOavdpevoy in ® 26, i.e, the subject-organ, whose per- 
ceiving power consists in this Adyos. The mistake which Aristotle 
here aims at correcting is like that of one who should regard the 
musical function of a lyre as a magnitude, and identify this function 
with the strings, pegs, and material framework of the lyre, omitting 
to take account of, e.g., the ratios of the strings on which the musical 
function depends, 

8 424° 31, 


BEARE Q 
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the quadri- sentient and intellectual are each actually one, though 
ay potentially several ; just as the quadrilateral is actually one 
one though though capable of division into two trilaterals. Plants, as 
gee? well as animals, have life, and therefore soul. Aristotle 
trilaterals. qenies them, however, even the rudiments of sensation, 


fet pointing out the reason (as he regards it) why they cannot 
Ree possibly possess this. No doubt they are (he says) affected, 
this. Thuse.g., by the cold and hot, i.e. they are cooled and 
eee heated. Hence one might overhastily assume that they 
question as have a perception of cold and hot. This would be a mis- 
che take. Their mode of affection is not that of animals. The 
og ea plant lacks the primary requisites of sense. Plants have no 
sensation organs possessing the essential peodrns, which would give 
generally. discrimination of the degrees of heat; and therefore they 
are incapable of apprehending the form of heat apart from 
the matter of the hot thing. When plants come into relation 
with external objects, to be affected by these they must 
receive the matter with the form!. Thus a plant’s touching 
is but physical contact. As sense apprehends material 
objects in their form, and as intellect apprehends immaterial 
objects, so plants apprehend the material object only in its 
matter. Thus it is that Aristotle answers the question: what 
is the feature common and peculiar to sensation generally— 
the feature in which all sensory functions agree, and in which 
all differ from purely physical interaction? Thanks to the 
fact of the sensory organ being (or having in its constitution) 
a Adyos of all the differences possible in its sensible province, 
so that it can present itself, as a mean, to any two such 
differences and discriminate them, it is capable of appre- 
hending the form, i.e. the qualities, of objects apart from 
their matter. Thus the 4Adolwois involved in sensation is 
no purely physical change. It isa process in which the first 
éevredéxeva of the organ—its potentiality of such apprehension 
—is converted into the second évreAéxeva or actualization of 
its potentiality. 
Sensation  § 21. For all ato@nous involves adAoiwots * of the organ by 


pune the object. When the hand is plunged into water of exactly 


1 De An. ii. 12. 424% 16- 3. 2 For §§ 21-22, cf. 416” 32-418 4. 
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its own temperature, it feels the water neither hot nor cold}. the per- 
In determining the nature of this dAAolwors or qualitative eine 


change of the percipiens, Aristotle also settles (to his satis- ae 
faction) the old question, whether perception is effected by Pane 
a relation of like to like or of unlike to unlike. This he does oop ee 
in such a way as to reconcile the apparently inconsistent like to like, 
theories of, e. g., Empedocles and Anaxagoras on this point. = Sa 


A similar question is, he says, possible respecting the 7 is a rela- 
: i A ion in 
relation between the body nourished and the food which which what 
nourishes it. Is nutrition effected by the agency of like on Was mike 
5 é y . % ’ becomes 
like or of unlike on unlike? Aristotle replies: there isa pre- like. Ilus- 
vious question as to what exactly nutriment zs. Is it the Hien aaa 

digested or undigested food? Manifestly it is the former. tion and 


The question, therefore, may be answered in two ways. If Reape 
by nutriment we mean food not yet digested, then nutrition food. 
is effected by the agency of unlike upon unlike; but if by 
nutriment we mean digested food, nutrition is effected by the 
agency of like upon like. A process of dA\olwous has inter- 
vened between the taking of the food and its thorough 
digestion, in which process the food which was at first 
unlike the body has become assimilated to it: the unlike 
has become like*. Thus he introduces his settlement of 
the analogous question respecting perception. The object 
sets up a change in the percipient. The former is in this 
relation active, the latter passive. The perception for 
which the subject is naturally fitted is developed into 
actuality by the object perceived, the form of the object 
being impressed upon the percipient, i.e. the qualities 
of the object which the percipient is adapted to perceive 
being apprehended by it. This relationship between the 
two is the kind of qualitative change—dAAolwots—in which 
perception is developed. At the moment when this qualita- 
tive change, produced in the percipient by the object, 
begins—i. e. when the former commences to be affected— 
then the object is unlike the percipient ; when, however, the 
ddXoiwots has completed itself and the percipiendum has 
become a perceptum, in the moment of actualized per- 
1 424° 2 seqq. * Cf. de An. ii, 4. 416° 3-10. 
Q2 
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ception, the percipient has become like the object. The 
latter has assimilated the former to itself. Both are now 
qualitatively alike. The question, therefore, whether percep- 
tion results from an affection of unlike by unlike (as Anaxa- 
goras held), or of like by like (as Empedocles believed), 
admits of being answered either way according as one regards 
the initial or the final stage in the process of dAdolwors 
in which perception consists. If the former is thought of, 
Anaxagoras’ answer would be correct; if the latter, the cor- 
rect answer would be that of Empedocles!. A process has 
intervened in this case as in that of nutrition between the 
incipiency and the termination of the relation between agent 
and patient. The organ therefore is qualitatively changed, 
The sen- § 22. This change will be understood only if we re- 
teks member that the sensory faculty is nothing but a faculty 
sentient until confronted by its object. It is something which exists 
vx 2 only potentially, until the object stimulates it. By this 


whole) a 


ade stimulation it acquires actuality. It must wait for an object, 
prior to the i.e. something different from itself, in order to be actualized, 


moment of ; : a‘ a 
perception, 1 & tO perceive. Were this not so, the sensory organs would 


in which its perceive themselves ; which, however, they can no more do 


elative . 

Sieatae than an axe or saw can cut itself, The process of ddAolwats, 
lityis | which we have been describing here, is a process from 
actualized, : 


The ‘object the sense dSvvdue. to the sense évepyelga. The évépyeca or 
in general” @y7¢héyera, with which a sense-organ is primarily endowed 
isathing , re ; : P ; ‘ 
per se; it is that which it derives from, or has in virtue of, the whole 
i it , be Ga ; ; 
aie = wox7, of which it is a particular organ. Such évépyeva is, 
sapere of however, only the mpdérn évépyera (or évreddxera) of the organ, 
ing per- Aish , n ‘ 
ee as capable of functioning, i.e. as alc@nrixév. This first grade 


ch aag of actuality is itself potentiality as compared with higher 
ceived. gtades. The case is (in reference to the particular part 
ee of soul engaged in one sense, as well as in reference to the 
itsown whole sentient soul) like that of émornjun and Oewpla, to use 


objects— : > : ; 

universals, “tistotle’s illustration. If a person is a scholar or man of 
science, he is in virtue of this able to exhibit or apply 
knowledge in a certain way; given certain conditions, 


« , 


? 418% 4 maoxet pev ody Spotov dy, removOds 8 dpolwrat Kai Earey olov éxeivo. 
Galen, De Placit. Hipp. et Plat., § 636, remarks that sense-perception 
is not, as some say, an dddolwais, but rather a didyvwors dAAoiwoews. 
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he does so. This potentiality of his corresponds to the Sense must 
grade which every sensory faculty occupies in the absence hoon 
of an object to stimulate its organ. On the other hand, its objects 
when such a person is exercising his knowledge in some viduels 
particular concrete case}, he furnishes the parallel for the ye 
actually percipient organ of sense after it has been affected, within the 
: q A 1G ann 
and while yet affected, by its object. A change has passed bese ae 
over the organ of sense, but not one which impairs it. or indi- 


There are two kinds of change which a thing may undergo; he ike 
one in a direction depriving it of its qualities or func- soul, and 
tions ; the other in the way of developing or realizing its Pays 
powers”. The change which the percipient undergoes, reer 
when affected by the perczpiendum, is a change of the latter inside the 
sort, one which brings the faculty from potentiality to $0y.an4 | 
actual realization, like the change from émorjyn to Oewpla moment of 
which fulfils the potency of the émorjuwv. ae 
The object which causes the change has its own actual 
existence in the world, apart from the relation of sense. 
It would exist even if no one perceived it. It actually exists, 
and is potentially perceptible. So, conceived in relation 
to an absent object, the sensory organ is perceptive, or 
capable of perceiving it. The object has its own actual 
qualities 8—its form, which sense finds in it at the moment 
of perception. Thus, for Aristotle, the object is what Kant 
would call a Ding an sich. 
Between sense and thought, however, though paralleled 
for the above illustration, there is the great difference that 
thought can discover its own objects within itself, for it deals 
with universals (ra xaOddov). Sense-perception must await 
stimulation from without, as it can only deal with particulars 
(rd xa’ éxacrov)*. Universals are in a manner within the 
soul itself®. Hence it follows that thinking is in one’s 


1 417% 29 6 43n Oewpar évredexeig dv, kai kupiwg emiorduevos rdde 7d A. 

2 800 rpdrous elvat THs dAdotdoews, THY Te emi Tas orepytexas diabécas 
peraBodny Kal riy emi ras ees Kal Thy puow 417° 14-16. 

8 Cf, 426% 20-25, 7° 35 seqq., and Io10? 36. 

* rod péev rd moinrixa ris évepyelas ewer, 7d dpardv kal dxovordy, duoiws 
8€ Kal ra Aouad ray alaOnray. 

5 4 8' emoriun ray KoOddov, tadra 8° év abrp ras €ort TH ux. 
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own power when one wishes to make the effort ; but it is 
not in one’s power to perceive always when he wishes to do 
so. There must be present a particular object of perception 
before this faculty of sense can be realized}. 

Sense of § 23. We have seen that, as the nutrient soul can exist 


een without the sentient, but the latter cannot exist without the 


from the former, so the sense of touch can exist without the other 


other : é 5 ‘ 
senses: not senses, while without it these cannot exist”. And we 


eng mai may assume that as the nutrient soul is present with and 


is implied accompanies—or is the foundation of—every exercise of 


t Nae he 
ones the sentient, so the sense of touch is implied as at least 


pales = accompanying every exercise of the other senses. What 
e higher Seer e ° ° 
ee then is its exact relation to each of them in actual exercise ? 


aioe , or has it any? Are we to suppose that it merely accom- 
throughout panies, and has no assignable office? Such was not the 


Ne wey opinion of Democritus, as we have already observed. Can 


neers it have really been the opinion of Aristotle himself? He 
the other allows that taste is a modification of touch. When we 


Ane be come to deal with the common sense—that central bureau 


tiated from Which receives and elaborates the reports of the several 


ae RY senses—we shall have reason to think that on this point 


Aristotle the two philosophers agreed. At all events, Aristotle’s 
really j : ' 
(despite theory of the evolution of soul requires a close relation 


verbal pro- between touch and the other senses of which it is the 
tests) agree 


with De- pre-supposition (see p. 248,n. 1). The ascending forms of 


oa soul are like the ascending figures. As the triangle is 


Suverstet implicit in the tetragon, so the faculty of nutrition—or the 
Senses in DUtrient soul—is implicit in the sentient soul. We seem 


ascending to be led up by him to the parallel thought of an ascending 


scale angle , f 

according Scale within the sentient soul—a scale which reaches from 
to the waits ati . its hi ; 

Be aio OF apy at its lower to dis at its higher extremity. We have 
Aristotle: an involution of the sense of touching in every other sense, 


ae however highly developed *. But Aristotle does no more 


smelang, than bring us to the threshold of this conception. He 
hearing, 


seeing. A nowhere (except in the case of yedois, which is a¢4 ms) 
ae explicitly defines the relationship between the other senses 
the more successively and that of touch. Yet we may, with much 


1 De An. ii. 5. 417” 24. 3 415% 3-5. 3 Cf. 435° 18. 
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probability, infer his view of their respective relationship to the form of 
it, by simply reversing the order in which he arranges the eee 
senses for discussion. When he states! that dys is the sense * a sei 
par excellence, he doubtless means that this sense, in a greater bended by 
degree than any other, exhibits the power of apprehending °° pore 
form apart from matter. Touch possesses this power, but in brings us 
the lowest degree. Taste comes—or would seem to come— aba 
next above touch, for sensations of taste proper are impossible of intelli- 
without contact of the tongue with the sapid substance, and eee: 
yedous is apy tis. It, however, superadds a determination of eRe 


form foreign to mere touch gua touch: the sapid qualities of vois which 
body are known through it alone, as they could not be by meh 
mere touch. Next in order as we go up comes smelling, pure form. 
which is allied on the one hand to tasting and touching— 

being subservient directly in its most important use to the 
purpose of tasting—and on the other hand to hearing and 

seeing, in virtue of its operating through a medium (rd 

vypsv) with which the media of hearing and seeing are 

in a certain way identical. For the medium of hearing, 

viz. air, is typév, and the typdv and the d:agavés, as we learn 

from the constitution of the xépy, have much in common. 

Next above smelling comes hearing, and the scale 
culminates in the sense of seeing. Hearing apprehends 

less of the matter, more of the form of its object than 
smelling does: and the same can be said of seeing as 
compared with hearing. Seeing is the most pure—touch- 

ing, the least pure—form of sense. Thus the progress in 

the ascending scale of sense is at the same time a progress 
towards the scale of intelligence, from the threshold of 

which again (if we can determine a threshold), we should 
proceed still upwards step by step guided by the same clue, 

the higher step being always that which leads towards the 

purer form—towards the universal. Finally, though voids 
apprehends its objects only under conditions determined 

by perception, yet it endeavours to free them more and 

more from all such conditions. 


§ 24. Each sense is capable of perceiving objects which Ech sense 


isapeodtns, 


1 429% 2 7 dys padtora alaOnors. 


and there- 
Sore can 
discrimi- 
nate con- 
traries and 
differences 
in its 
modality. 
More de- 
tailed 
explana- 
tion of the 
peodrns 
and the 
Adyos in- 
volved in 
each sen- 
sory 
faculty. 
Each af- 
aOnas a 
formal 
dynamic 
unity. Each 
province, 
or mo- 
dality, a 
generic 
unity. 
Basis of 
formal 
unity of 
each sense, 
the Adyos 
or peodrns. 
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are contraries—opposites in the same genus!. This power 
it owes to its involving what Aristotle calls a peodrns 
between the opposite extremes in the scale to which its 
object belongs. To this its discriminative power is due?. 
For Aristotle this doctrine of weodrns is of cardinal im- 
portance in the theory of sense-perception. Without 
understanding it we must fail to grasp his explanation 
of how atc@nois apprehends form without matter. Each 
ais@nots or sensory faculty is for him a unity %, ruling 
as it were over its own province which is also one 
and consists of its alc@nrd. The unity is, of course, 
qualitative or formal, not quantitative. That of the faculty 
is an unity duvauer; that of its province, an unity yeve. 
The senstbilia which constitute the province are all homo- 
geneous izter se, and heterogeneous with those of every 
other sense. Thus seeing presides over or discerns (kpivet) 
the province including colour*. Colour is a province lying 
between and bounded by the opposites white and black. 
These are one in kind, or genus, though opposite as species. 
Between these opposites come other species which mediate 
between them, and which Aristotle endeavoured to arrange 
in a scale of succession reaching continuously from the one 
opposite to the other. Seeing presides over all these species 
alike, comparing and distinguishing them. This power, he 
tells us, it possesses in virtue of its being a peodrns or Adyos. 
It is a peodrns gua standing in a middle character between 
both extremes—white and black-—or between any other pair 
of different species or different colours in the scale, so that 
it can relate itself to either at the same time as to the other. 
It is a Adyos or ratio in the sense that it involves in its organ 
a Adyos rhs petLews of the physical elements which constitute 
its alc@ynrd, and therefore is capable of taking the ‘form’ of 

2 424% 10 ért & Samep dparod kai dopdrov qv ras 7 dys, Spoiws dé cat ai 
Aourai Tey ayriketpevov. 

® 432% 16 ra xpirex@ 5 Stavoias Epyov eori wal alcOhcews. 

$ For the difficulty which Aristotle finds in applying this to the sense 
of touch, see TOUCHING, §§ 9-10 supra. 

* Besides colour there are other objects of seeing, viz. fire and the 
phosphorescents. These, though not possessing colour in the ordinary 
sense, have it in the same sense in which light has colour. 
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any of them indifferently’, Soa lyre in tune is a peodrys Aristotle’s 


or Adyos to the variety of chords or airs which may be fp ,.0, 


played upon it. It is capable of sounding high or low ofthe 
Se vs * : . doctrine 
notes indifferently ; and has in its tension, or in the relative o¢ Empe- 


tensions of its strings and of the frame on which they are doles and 
others as to 


strung, the due harmonic ratio to all the sound solicitations the neces- 


to which it may be called upon to respond. But until peers 


struck, the lyre is silent. That which entitles each sense? between 


: Oni : bject and 
to be called oe, and also constitutes the condition of its orpan Ae 


sensory power, is this form—this Adyos or pecdris which their’ For 
elr con- 


characterizes it. Thus it is that Aristotle transforms the ception of 


doctrine of Empedocles and others of his predecessors, viz. 2,PPysica! 
aAAolwots 


that each sense requires for its exercise a ovpmerpla between he substi- 
the object and the organ; and that each is affected by the rath 


of an éni- 


object either as its like or its unlike. Instead of a material pi els 
auTo. 


ovpperpia, such as that between dmdppora and mépor—the 
mechanical conception of Empedocles—Aristotle substi- 
tuted a rational or formal symmetry ; while instead of the 
ddAolwots, which was a purely physical effect, he sub- 
stituted the conception of an énldocis els aird. Thus by 
the application of his peculiar notions of matter and form 
on the one hand, and of dvvayis and évépyeca (or évred€xera) 


1 6s ris alcOnoews oioy peodrntds Tivos ovons Ths év Tois aiaOnrois 
évavti@aews’ Kai Oia TovTO Kpiver Ta alaOnrd, Td yap pécov Kpirikdr, 424° 4. 

2 This power, which Aristotle seems again and again to ascribe to 
each sense fer se, more properly belongs to the semsus communis. 
In ordinary experience the several senses are not divorced from the 
sensus communis, but normally act in communication with it ; whence 
it is that Aristotle allows himself to demit its powers to them, in the 
passages in which he is not contrasting its functions with theirs. 
Each of the special senses seems at times, according to Aristotle, 
to be a rudimentary sensus communis in regard to the specific 
differences which fall under its ken. As the whole sentient soul, or 
sensus communis, divides itself, so to speak, into the so-called five 
senses, so each of these again sub-divides itself, consistently with its 
dynamic unity, into a multitude of particular activities, not only distinct 
in time, but also in kind, from one another. The actual object of 
a single energy of the same sense is numerically one; the possible 
object of all its activities is generically one ; while between these falls 
the specifically one possible object of each of its separate kinds of 
activity. Cf. 447” 9 seqq. 
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on the other, he revolutionized the conception of the 

relation between sense-organ and object which had been 

accepted by his predecessors up to and including Plato. 
Qualitative § 25. Aristotle (as we have repeatedly observed) con- 
beh Pat ceives the relation between a sense-organ and its object as 
and percep- one between patient and agent. In the de Sensw1 he speaks 


t Biri 5 : : 
ee of Of having in the de Anima explained how the aicOnrov in 


aoe pet- general is related to atc@novs 9 kar’ évépyerav.. In perception 
ception : i sae 
freshen, the object transforms the subject-sense from potentiality 
theail- to actuality. This is a perfecting of the sense—an énidoais 
oOnrdév has : _ ; 
assimilated els attd kal eis éevted€xecay”. When the transformation or 


the ala6n- i ; 2 fs 6 
rxbeto Adoiwois is complete, i.e. when the particular sense is 


itself. No actually perceiving its object, then the percipiens and 
converse . ° “, 

operation Perceptum are qualitatively one. When the fercipiendum 
ana has become perceptum, the unlike have become like. This 
on the ger- proposition is only another way of stating that the sense 
econ: has received or apprehended the form of the object ®. 


The ger- There is no reciprocal relation, in Aristotle’s opinion, 
ctipiens and = h i aah 4 Th a 
percipien- etween the object and the organ ”*. ere 1S a par- 


dum are ticipation between the two, related as patient to agent, 
necessary 


correlates, in a common fact, the resultant of which is the perception. 


hae Here we are reminded of the Protagoreo-Heraclitean 


itsown theory, already stated® above, which Plato sets forth in the 
vlepcewith 2#eaetetus. But Aristotle holds with the unquestioning 


qualities fidelity of a ‘natural Realist’ that the ‘common fact’ is 
potentially 


percep» One in which the object is revealed in its true, i.e. inde- 


Ae ,, pendent, qualities. The object exists independently, as 
prepared well as being an alo6yrdy, or a ‘possibility of perception.’ 
to reveal ° ‘ P i athe 

itself The relation between ra alc@nrd and ai kar’ évépyevav 


when the aloc@joers is sometimes described as one of unity; at 
moment of 


its being Other times as one of similarity®, The meaning in 


12439213. ? 417? 6 els abré—not aird. Cf. >16, emt rv piow. 

* pia pév éoriy n évépyera 7 Tod aiaOnrod Kai 7 Tod alcOntikod, Td 8 etvae 
erepov, 426 15. 

* The passage in which alone such relation is asserted, 459° 23 seqq., 
is certainly spurious. ° Cf. VISION, § 32, and Plato, supra, § 10. 

* The unity becomes absolute in the case of the objects of thought 
or vous. In the case of those of sense-perception it does not go beyond 
the stage of sémzlarity ; but this is unzty of form. 
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either case is the same: that rd alcOnrixdy has taken the perceived 
form of 1d aicOyrév. When the eye actually perceives, it 7.0 
has apprehended the colour—which as quality belongs to relation 
the form—of its object. How far Aristotle carries this 1 aloonet 
doctrine appears from the passage in which he states that : Sai Als 
there is a real meaning in saying that the organ or subject 73 saree 
of seeing, when regarded as its own object, is coloured?. set ie 
The xépn is per se of no particular colour, but holds the form. 
mean between any two colours as well as between the 
extremes of black and white. In virtue of this its quality 

of peodrns—which again involves its bearing a Adyos or 
proportionality to its object—it is capable of apprehending 

all colours, i.e. of taking any given colour, as form. 

§ 26. The objects of sensation in a are Classified by Classifica- 
Aristotle? as ra fd1a, ra Kowwd, and ra kara cvupBeBnkds. The sas of 
two former are said to be properly and in themselves per- sensation 

Z i in general. 
ceptible®. The td:a are illustrated by the examples of (a) ra iia, 
colour, sound, taste. They are defined by two marks, (a) Sega 
that they are perceptible by one and only one sense, (0) CE 
that it is not possible to be mistaken respecting them ¢, or oh 
at all events that error respecting them is at its minimum. 

One cannot be mistaken in thinking that what he sees is 
colour or what he hears is sound, though he may easily be 
so as to what the coloured or sonant thing is. 

The xowd are illustrated by xivnows and npepla, aprOuds, 
oxijpa, weyeBos®, These are said to be xowd, because they 
are td.a to no one sense but common to all; for—the writer 


goes on—kivyois is perceptible by both touch and sight °. 


1 425% 22 eri b€ kal 76 OpGy eat ws Kexpopdriorat’ TO yap alcOnrnptov 
Sexrixov rod aigOnrod dvev tis VAns exacror. 

2 For § 24 cf. De Am. ii. 6. 4188 7-25. * nad’ abrd papev aicOdvecOa. 

4 rept 6 pr evdéxeratdmarnOjvat; qualified, however, 428> 18 7 aio Onous 
Trav idiav adnOns éotiy 7) Ore OALytaTov Exovea TO Wevdos. 

5 In de Sens. i. 437% 9 some MSS. give orams instead of npepia, some 
omit this altogether. In 442» 5, we have 16 rpaxv kai rd Aciov, rd dEd 
kai TO awBAv TO ev ToIs GyKors, added. 

6 418®18, That the word racais is hardly meant to be pressed appears 
not only from this illustration, but also from 442” 6 kowd rév aicOnoewy «i 
dé pu) magav, GAN bwews ye kal dpns. A wholly different reason for this 
application of the term xowd to the objects so strangely confined in 
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Ta xard ovpBeBnxds alcOnrd are not directly perceived 
objects of sense, but rather inferences from direct per- 
ceptions. One sees a white object, but says or thinks 
that he sees, e.g., ‘the son of Diares. That this is not 
a direct perception is obvious from the mere fact that the 
organ of vision is nowise affected by the object in its 
incidental character!. The colour affects the xdépn; the 
magnitude is also, as stated above, xaé’ abrd alcOntdév*; but 
the fact that the white object is the son of Diares does not 
at all impress the organ of sense: this fact is merely 
associated incidentally—xara ovpSeSnxés—with the colour®. 
Aristotle observes that, of the objects xad’ aira aloOnra, 
ra dia are xvpiws alodnrd, and are those to which the 
essential nature of the special senses is properly adapted‘. 
The physical natures of ra ti:a—or of three of them— 
discussed by Aristotle, de Sensz, iii-v, have been already 
referred to in their proper places. 

The § 27. The nature of the medium and its relation to the 

medium of 5roan of perception was for the Greek psychologists of 


sensation 


in general: primary importance. Their epistemology was rooted in 
the notion . A A S 
onwhich Physiology, and this in physics. In the connexion be- 


the theory tween ‘external’ things and the organism, through the 
of it was 


based. The Medium, they seemed to find a sufficient account of the 


aie possibility of the cognition of the external things. The 


common theory of Empedocles for the explanation of our faculty 
nature with peer aie AAG 
the alaén- Of Objective cognition was that the organs of sense and 


tévand = of cognition in general are composed of th 
the alc6n- 8 & Pp e very same 


rnpioy. elements as the things outside the organism, and that 
therefore knowledge of the latter is accessible through these 


these illustrations appears in 425° 27 rap d€ xowav 4dn Exouer alcOnow 
xownv: the coud are the direct objects of the cow? aicOnais. But if this 
be the reason, what are we to think of the places in which the other 
reason is given and almost contradicted straightway by the illustrations? 
See infra, pp. 282-4. 

1 ovdev maa xet 9 ToLodTov ims TOU aiaOnrod. 

* An ambiguity lurks here: it is, as appears, e.g., from 450% 9, xa6” 
avré aicOnrév only to the xown aicOnors, being xara cvpB«Byxds to 4 idia. 

> drt To AevKH TupBEBnKe rodTo 0d aicOaverat, 

* In this distinction the way is prepared for the doctrine referred to 


in the above notes, that the xowd are directly perceptible only to 7 cow? 
aiaOnots. 
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organs. There are, accordingly, in the organs the primordial 
air, fire, earth, water, of which all things whatever consist. 
By like we know like. By the fire within us we see fire, by 
the water we see water, by the earth, earth, and by the air, 
air. This notion of identity of elements in objects and organs, 
with its implied explanation of knowledge, was adopted 
even by those who asserted the heterogeneity of wvy7 and 
the objects of knowledge. The difference arising from such 
heterogeneity for them was that instead of knowing like by 
like we know each thing by its contrary: hot by cold, 
white by black, &c. So Anaxagoras, who (with Alcmaeon 
and Heraclitus) held the theory of cognition by contraries, 
required for explanation of knowledge the assumption 
within the organism of all the elements which constitute 
external objects, though only in order that each external 
percipiendum might thus have in the organism its necessary 
opposite. We have seen already how Aristotle en- 
deavoured to reconcile these opposing views of cognition. 
He held that perception is not simply an affection of like by 
like or of unlike by unlike, but of unlike by an unlike which, 
however, becomes like, having assimilated the percipient to 
itself in that process of d\Aolwo.s which every perception 
involves. With Empedocles and Plato he held the doctrine 
of the above four elements, to which he ascribed four 
fundamental contrary attributes hot, cold, dry (solid), 
moist (fluid), Of these the bodily tissues are formed! ; and 
of the tissues again the organs are constituted. At the 
basis of his whole theory of perception there is for him, as 
for his predecessors, the thought that the fundamental com- 
munity of elementary constitution in alc@nra and alcOyrnpia 
is the cause of our being able to perceive objects. The 
dAXolwots (by which he reconciles these different views) 
implies in every case a medium by, as well as through, 
which alcOyrd and alc@nrjpia are brought into correlation. 
For this medium has a common nature with the alc@nrdv 

1 Cf. 389° 27 ek per yap ray ororxei@v Td Sporopeph, éx ToUTwY 8 ws DAns 
Ta dda épya tis picews. The dsuotopepy in the body are composed of 


homogeneous parts. Thus all the parts of flesh are flesh, all those ot 
bone are bone, and so on, 
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and the alo@nripiov. Thus the required conditions of 
perception are established (see further, §§ 31-34 infra). 
Aristotle’s  § 28, Aristotle rejected the naiye materialism of Empe- 


ne docles and Democritus!. He also rejected the sensational 


tinguished scepticism of Protagoras. He took a middle course, hold- 


seit ing that things potentially perceptible exist in themselves, 


ism of Em- while faculties or potentialities of perception ‘exist’ in our 
ad Deno: organs, It is not true, he says”, that nothing would exist if 


ee it were not perceived. Yet when perceived it is by virtue 


sensa- of its form, not of its matter, that it is so; and for us its form 


tional : ; : . : 
ara of is due to the act of mental apprehension which perception 


tee aa involves. At the actual moment of perception the thing 
sica m oe 
feo ae gua perceived and the organ gua perceiving, are so related 


edly as to be, in form, an unity. He did not, with the early physio- 


sensory  logists, regard the sense-organs as mere channels by which 


pirate the elements of things outside are conducted into the 


constitu- organism, and so the things are known®. We do not take 


i f th Q ° 
ae The in the matter but only the form of things. As the noétic 


fundamen soul is the rdzos or efdos eddy, i.e. the place or form of 


trarieties forms, so each faculty of perception in the sentient soul is 


ti . , 
eee ™ an eldos alc@nrév, a form of objects of sense*. But each 


eee sensory organ by its elementary constitution is or exhibits 
cal basis @ peodrns, i.e. it can present itself as a discriminant 
Savaatee (kplvew) between any two dapopal within its province. 
of percep» Thus the faculty of touch, in virtue of the constitution 
ners of its organ, distinguishes® between any two degrees of 
heat, or, as Aristotle says, between hot and cold. This 
peodtns, however, is, on its physical side, derived from the 
proportion in which the ororyeia are combined in the organ. 
In every organ the four elements, earth, air, fire, water, are 
combined. These elements are endowed with the funda- 


mental contrary qualities of heat, coldness, fluidity, solidity, 


1 Notwithstanding that Empedocles (cf. § 30 zzfra) admitted that 
the Adyos rhs pei~ews constituted the true gio of things, his 
position was to all intents and purposes materialistic; he did not 
distinguish form from matter. ? See note 3, p. 229, supra. 

° 431° 29 od yap 6 Nidos ev rH uyxy adda 1d cidos. Cf. 429 28, 

* 432% 2 6 vois cidos eddy Kai 4 alaOnots dos alaOnrav. 

5 rd yap pécoy Kpitikdy. 
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which are so related as to produce in the elements a funda- 
mental community of nature, whereby their peifis is pos- 
sible’. In virtue of this community they are capable of 
affecting, and being affected by, one another. The same 
qualities and elements form aic@yra as form ailocOnrtikd. 
When, therefore, a given alc@nrov, e.g. a certain temperature, 
affects its alc@ntixdév, e.g. when a warm object affects the 
sense of touch, what happens is this: the Oepudv of the object 
works upon the organ, producing in the latter an dAAolwots, 
by which the temperature of the organ gradually becomes 
assimilated to that of the object. This physical ddAolwors 
is the s¢we gua non of perception; when it is complete, then 
TO aloOntipiov evepyet: then we perceive the object as hot. 
But it is not gua fire internal (in the organ) and external 
(in the aic@nrév) that organ and object come into the 
relation of patient and agent; it is rather gua containing 
contrariety. The organ is relatively cold, the object rela- 
tively hot, and this contrariety flows from the common 
constitution of organ and object?. The four elements 
have affinity with one another, and are capable of weifis, 
just because of the contrary qualities which they each pos- 
sess. Earth is cold and dry; water is cold and moist; 
air is hot and moist; fire is hot and dry. Thus each of 
them has one quality contrary to one of each other. But 
contraries, though opposites, are opposites in the same 
genus. Hence the fundamental community. Thus for 
Aristotle, as for Empedocles, but in a different way, the 
fact of the organs being composed of the same elements 
as the objects is the ground of the dAAolwors in which 
perception consists. 

§ 29. The sensory organs then, like the organism in Sensory 
general, are composed of the four elements. We are told? Ge ofthe 

1 3319 12 seqq. Ore dwavra méguxey eis GAnda peraBadrew, havepdy’ 7) 
yap yeveors els evaytia €& évavrioy, ra S€ orotxeia mavra Exel evarvTiocw mpos 
Anda dia 7d ras Scahopas evavrias eivat, 

2 441? 8-15 mdoyew yap mépuKer 76 Uypoy Gorep kal radXa bd Tov evarriov 
+7) pev ody mip Kal 7) yi ovder mépuxe mrotety Kat maayxe ovd’ dAdo oder, 
0 & brdpxet evarridrns ev Exdor@, Tavtn mdvta Kai Tovar Kai mdc xovat. 

3 302% 21-3. 
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that odpé (which, plus rd evrds, is the organ-medium of 
touching) contains potentially both earth and fire. Again’, 
it is not enough when defining cap€ to state that it is 
a ovvOeors of fire, earth, and air; we should also determine 
the proportion in which the elements are combined in it. 
Moreover ? all mixed bodies, such as exist in this world, 
contain in their composition all the simple bodies: earth, 
water, air, and fire. This is proved by the process of 
nutrition in the case of animal bodies ; for all such bodies 
are nourished by food, which consists of the same elements 
of which they are composed. The tissues (duovouepy), of 
which the organs are built®, are formed of water and air 
by the agency of the hot and cold, which are the active 
principles, the dry and moist being the passive, in elemental 
compounds‘, The nutrient process in animals has as ovvats 
tiov the activity of the fire in their organisms®. There are 
in the alcOjces® fire, earth, and the other oroxeta. For 
the sense of touch not only earth but fire is indispensable ’, 
since by this sense we discern the hot and cold, as well as 
the other opposites of which cdp§ is a Adyos 8. 

§ 30. The Adyos of the mixture of elements in a body 
is that which constitutes its true nature. Empedocles was 
led by the constraining power of truth itself® to declare 
that the otola or pvots of compounds like dcrody consists in 
the Adyos tijs pelEews adirGv, not merely in some one, or two, 
or three, or even all, of the elements of which it is com- 
posed. This Adyos has an origin altogether outside the mere 
ingredient elements. The hot and cold operating on the 
dry and moist could produce in these the qualities (7d0n) 
of hard, soft, and so on, but not the proportion which 
is the distinctive feature of a natural body. This pro- 
portion or Adyos is, in individual living bodies, derived 
from 6 yevyijoas 6 évredexela Sv, which (or who) is its efficient 
cause!®, Discussing the sense of touch", Aristotle says that 


1 642% 23, Plat. 77m. 82 C. 2 334> 31-335 12. 

®° Cf. 647% 2 seqq. * 384> 30, 378? Io. 5 416% 12 seqq. 
* 417% 4-5 where aloOjoes = alc Onripia. 

* Cf. Plat. Zim, 31 B-C; Arist. 435° 11-24. 8 429? 14, 


® 6429 17-24. 10 734» 28-36. 11 4233 12-424" 15. 
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the animate body cannot consist of air and water alone. 
It must also contain something solid (crepedy 11). Hence 
earth, too, must be an ingredient in it. Such is the case 
with odpf and its analogue. As we perceive objects of 
sight and smell through their proper media, air and water, 
so we perceive the objects of touch through the medium of 
the flesh, with this difference between the cases, that we 
perceive the former at long distances from the organism, the 
latter only close by it. The odp§ then is, by virtue of the 
yj contained in it, the organ and medium (or organ-medium) 
of touch, gwa discerning hard and soft; and by virtue 
of the wtp, it is the organ and medium gwa discerning 
differences of temperature. The objects of touch are the 
duapopal of body gua body; those, that is, by which 
the elements themselves are distinguished, viz. hot, cold, 
solid, fluid. The organ (says Aristotle) which perceives 
these is that of touch. To perceive is to be passively 
affected in a certain way. The organ is potentially such 
as the object is actually. In touching, therefore, the 
organ is potentially, while the object is actually, e.g. hot or 
solid. If the organ or its medium (e.g. the flesh of the 
hand) be qualitatively like in temperature with the object, 
the latter cannot produce the requisite dAAofwois, and we 
perceive the object neither as hot nor as cold; and so it is 
moreover with the perception of solidity. In touching, as 
well as in exercising the other senses, the percepts, to begin 
with, present themselves as ‘extremes’ (i7epBodal), between 
which the alo@ytikéy comes as a mean. This capacity of 
the aicO@nrixdv to present itself as a mean, so becoming 
a dvvauis? xpitixn—a faculty of ‘discerning’ between the 
contrary poles of quality involved in the aic@nrd, is, as we 
have already said, rooted in the Adyos of the elements which 
constitute the organ. The organ of touch is not absolutely, 
or per se, hot or cold, or hard or soft, but a mean between 
all pairs of differences coming under either category. 
§ 31. The media of the organs of touch and taste are Media in- 

altogether internal to the body. That of touch is the ‘m2! and 


external 


1 Cf. 99° 35, 432° 16. 


BEARE R 
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tothe odp€ (with the skin), which covers or forms the periphery 
tL. of the body; that of taste is the‘ potentially moist’ odp€ of 


ore the tongue. The organs of seeing, hearing, smelling, have 
affinities media external to the body; but though external, these 
nee media have a peculiarly close relationship not only with the 
the one objects! but also with their respective organs, so that they 
eee have their internal lodgment or representation in every case 
other, with within the bodily organ. Thus the organ of hearing has air 
the object. : 6 a. t : 
as external medium, but a portion of air is also lodged in, 
or built into, the organ itself*. The organ of seeing has 
the diaphanous for its medium. Externally this is the air: 
but internal to the organ there is a cell full of water *. 
This water as internal medium co-operates with the air 
as external, for both act visually in virtue of their common 
property 7d duafavés. It is not easy to gather a definite 
idea respecting the internal and external media of smelling 
from the various statement of Aristotle respecting this 
sense. In the case of animals which respire he regards the 
medium of smell as air. This externally is affected by 
the odorous object and transfers the affection continuously 
to the olfactory organ, by which it is then inhaled and 
conducted to the ‘point of sense.’ Thus for such animals 
air internal and external to the organ constitutes the 
medium of smell. But for the class of animals which do 
not respire some different medium must be assumed. Fish 
can smell, as can other subaqueous creatures. Consequently 
Aristotle infers that the common medium of smelling in 
the case of all creatures which possess this power is 1d 
d.apavés—not, however, as such, but gua capable of absorb- 
ing or contracting the effect of éyxvpyos typerns *. At all 
events, the medium of smell and the essential constituent 
of the organ of smell consist either of air or water °, i.e. of 
common elements. 
? e.g. the colour of objects is the Svapavés in them. 
2 420° 9. 
* Anatomy had not taught Aristotle to distinguish wo cells. 
* 443° 1. 
: i Her yap Kdpyn aros, 7 8 dxon dépos, 7 8 Sappyots Oarépov rovray, 
425° 4. 
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§ 32. There is one passage, however, in which Aristotle Aristotle’s 


: Oo . . incon- 
speaks with apparent decision, and in a very different way, cistency 


of the constitution of the olfactory organ and of its object. en 
Summing up at the end of a long polemic against Pe 
Empedocles and Plato, who regarded the essential part ee eas 
of the visual organ as consisting of fire, Aristotle, having stituent — 
corrected what he thought amiss in their views of the eye, TCeauer 
as well as in those of Democritus, proceeds as follows: smelling. 
‘If the facts be as here stated, and if we must refer the 
essential part of each of the sensory organs to some one 
of the elements, we must suppose that in the visual organ 
this consists of water ; in the organ of hearing it consists of 
air; while in that of dcdpnots it consists of fire?; for what 
doppyors is actually this 76 dogpavrixdy’ is potentially. Since 
it is the object (alc@nrév) that causes the faculty (afc6no1s) 
to actualize itself, the faculty or its organ must possess, to 
begin with, the corresponding potentiality *. Now odour, 
the object of dodpyais, is fumid evaporation, which arises 
from fire.’ Thus the organ of smelling is potentially hot, i.e. 
potentially it possesses the quality of fire. Hence this organ 
has its proper place near the brain. ... The essential organ of 
touch (ré darixdv) consists of earth; and that of taste isa 
form of touch. Hence the organ of these two lies near the 
heart, which is a counterpoise to the brain, being as it is the 
hottest, while the brain is the coldest, of the bodily parts®. 

1 438? 16-439° 5. 

2 Bonitz, nd. Arist. 538° 30, appears right in his suggestion that in 
nupos dé riv dagpnotv, 438» 20, the last word = organ of dagppnois. The 
course of the argument which follows requires this; though it is 
awkward that in the same line do¢pyots is also used to mean the realized 
perception. 

: =r dodppnor, 438° 21. 

* If when actualized in dodpnats it is actually hot, it must prior to 
such dodpnots be potentially so. 

5 There are involved in this passage several difficulties for readers 
who expect or wish to find Aristotle in his writings perfectly consistent 
with himself. #77s¢, the assertion that doy is ‘fumid evaporation’ is 
vehemently contradicted, 443° 21 seqq. Vex?, the assertion that 
doppnors is essentially fire is opposed to 425% 5  & dadpnots Oarépov 
Tourer (sc. dépos i) Udaros). Finally, in this latter passage also we 
read ro O€ rip i} odevos  Kowvdy mavrwyv, which denies that mip is the 

R2 
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§ 33. Since the organs of touching and tasting have, 
according to the various standpoints from which Aristotle 
regards them—the current or popular, and that which he 
approved of—either no medium or no external medium ; 
and since moreover the organ of touch is either (according 
to the popular view) distributed all over the periphery of 


essential constituent of any particular organ of perception, while 
here it represented as potentially constituting 7 doppnois. The argu- 
ment of Baumker (of. c7t, pp. 47-8), assented to by Neuhauser 
(Arist. Lehre von dem sinnlichen Erkenntnissvermogen, p. 21), 
Zeller (Arist. ii, p. 63 n. E. Tr.) and others, that, the particle «i 
being read, as it probably should be, before de in 438 17, we may 
regard the whole passage as written by Aristotle from an alien stand- 
point, does not carry conviction. Nowhere does Aristotle object to the 
principle which connects the separate organs of sense, respectively, with 
certain elements as essential constituents. On the contrary he accepts 
it, and makes it the basis of his argument, e. g., in 6472 9-14. The 
main objection urged in de Sens. ii. is to the fact that Empedocles, 
Plato, and probably others (including e.g. Alcmaeon), regarded the 
eye as constituted of fire; for that they found a difficulty in making 
the five organs square with the four elements 437% 21, does not contain 
an objection against this general principle; nor does Aristotle explicitly 
recur to the latter point, on which his difficulty was as great as theirs. 
But his dogmatic assertions here that rd dmrixdy consists of earth and 
TO dopartikdy, or 7 dogpnors, of fire, are scarcely to be reconciled with 
the statements of the de Anima (425% 5-6, 435% 11 seqq.). And besides 
this, the explanations of doun here and later in the de Sensu (443% 
21 seqq.) are irreconcilable with one another. The best way of 
getting over the difficulty is to suppose that he does not mean to say 
that the amrixdv consists of earth alone, but only predominantly ; which 
is certainly what he means in other places. But with regard to dodpyots 
or 70 d6ofparrixéy this is not effectual as a solution. Such discrepancies 
as remain, however, may be explained either on the hypothesis of 
interpolation, or on that of a change of views on the part of Aristotle. 
The de Sensu seems to contain preliminary essays on certain subjects of 
the larger work de Anima, which may therefore (notwithstanding many 
references, e. g. 436 I seqq.) be regarded as possibly later. It is not 
to be supposed that Aristotle in his earlier works held the same views 
as in his later; any more than that Spinoza, while still a follower of 
Descartes, held the views of the author of the Z¢hica. He doubtless 
passed through a long process of mental development, and the many 
works connected with his name, even when they are, like the de Sensu 
and de Anima, of unquestionable authenticity as a whole, could not be 
expected to be everywhere in agreement with one another. As well 
might one expect to find in Kant’s early essays the ‘Copernican thought’ 
of the Critique of Pure Reason. See infra, pp. 245 n. 3, 248 nn. I and 2. 
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the body, or (according to his own view) vaguely regarded 
as €vtds tt; there are several passages in which these 
organs of non-mediated perception, or rather of perception 
by contact [or quasi-contact; vide TOUCHING, § 13], are set 
in contradistinction to the others, and the name aio@rTnp.a 
seems almost appropriated, for the time being, to the latter. 
Thus ?, at the beginning of the third book of the de Anima, 
having declared that we perceive by touch all the tangible 
qualities of body, and that, when we perceive the other 
qualities, we do so by organs which act through media 
composed of the elements, Aristotle proceeds to treat these 
mediated organs as if they alone were called alc@yrnpia. 
He expressly asserts that alc@yr7jpia are composed only of 
air and water—as if the organs of taste and touch were not 
aic@nrnpia at all, or as if, being alc@nrnpia, they could be 
regarded (in defiance of the fairly consistent teaching of 
other places) as composed solely of air and water”. But in 
this place we must remember that the organ or organs 
which act by contact have been already sufficiently dealt 
with in the opening lines ; and that the aic@yrnpia referred 
to in the sequel are only those which perceive 61a rdv peragy, 
i.e. by external media: viz. those of seeing, hearing, and 
smelling. These of course may be declared to consist 
essentially of air or water; for the contrary qualities of fire 
and earth (the remaining elements) are only perceptible 
by 70 amrixdy, and cannot be essential constituents in organs 
destined to act through external media, and not by contact 
with their objects*. The moisture in which the object of 


? 424 21 seqq. > 425* 7-9 

8 It seems inexplicable how one who is so well acquainted with 
Aristotle as Baumker should in his otherwise excellent work Des 
Aristoteles Lehre von den dussern und innern Sinnesvermogen, 
pp. 47-8, where he endeavours to rescue Aristotle from inconsistencies, 
assert that the only media are air and water. ‘Luft und Wasser 
sind und bleiben die bevoraugten Stoffe, welche einzig and allein, wie 
als Medien, so als Grundmaterie der Organe auftreten.’ This state- 
ment is based upon a contracted view of the matter, in which 
Baumker overlooks the fact of cap being a medium, and omits to 
look beyond what is contained in de Ax. iii. 1. 424” 30-425 9. More- 
over, he does not see that even there, rd dmrixéy being disposed of, the 
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taste must be contained, if it is to affect the organ and 
so be perceived, is not an external medium. For tasting 
contact is always necessary?, and this moisture is amrdv 
rt. Taste, therefore, has no external media, but only the 
same medium which touch, of which it is a form, possesses. 
Taste is a kind of touch, but with a certain distinctive power 
of its own. 

§ 34. There exists no sense beyond those known to us as 
‘the five senses*.. The argument by which Aristotle tries 


aic6ntnpia whose essentials are air and water are only those of seeing, 
hearing, and smelling. He also overlooks the argument of de Ax. ili. 13 
(435® 11-%4) in which, while showing that rd rod (gov cdpa cannot 
be dmAovv, or composed solely of any one element, Aristotle proves 
that earth and fire are elements in the organ of touch, whose 
medium is odpf. As regards the question whether the only media 
are air and water, we have above said more than enough to show 
that whereas, indeed, air and water are the sole external (i.e. extra- 
organic) media, they are not the so/e media, earth and fire being 
essential constituents of odpé, the intra-organic medium of touch and 
taste. Further untenable assertions of Baumker here are (a) ‘ that it 
is in the medium not in the organ that the perceived affection which 
is potential in the aic@nrév per se is first actualized’ (‘Erst in jenem 
Medium tritt die wahrgenommene Affektion, die in dem Gegenstande 
an sich nur potentiell angelegt ist, aktuell auf’). (4) That according 
to Aristotle (differing in this from the ancients) ‘the organs are not 
brought into relation with the objects as such, but the qualities of the 
objects must correspond to their respective media’ (‘diirfen die Organe 
nicht zu den Objekten als solchen in Beziehung gebracht werden, 
sondern ihre Beschaffenheit muss den zu ihnen gehdrigen Medien 
entsprechen’). With regard to (a2) we may remark simply that 
a maOos in the external medium, as such, is as yet no percept at all; 
not having affected the organ, it produces no ato@npa. To do this, it 
must have affected the zmternal medium, and so the organ, of sense. 
With regard to (4); if the organ is not to be brought into relation with 
the object as such, what, we may ask, is the purpose of de Ax. ii. 5, 416 
35-418 4, which is devoted to the discussion of the question whether 
like is perceived by dzke or unlike by unlike, and concludes thus: ré & 
aigOntixoy Suvdyer eoriv olov rd alcOnrov Hn évredexeia, KaOdmep elpntat’ 
maaxst pév ovv ovx Sporoy dv (sc. Td algOntixdy), memovOds 8 wpoiwrar 
kat €or oloy éxeivo? The passages quoted by Baumker to justify 
his views on the above points are far from adequate to their purpose. 
But we cannot here go into the details of a full discussion. 

1 422 10-14. 

? 424>21-42513. Though Aristotle here names them ‘the five,’ he 
was, as we have already seen, perfectly aware that touch is differentiable 
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to prove this most difficult proposition is obscure, but may so-called 
be outlined thus. Assuming? that there exists no body aes 
or affection of body other than those known to us in this Aristotle’s 
world ?, our present five senses make all the bodies in this irre 
sphere accessible. Hence if we assumed any further sense, ©on¢lusion. 
it would either have no object, or would merely duplicate 
some existing sensation ; either of which suppositions would 
be intolerable. Therefore no further sense beyond the five 
is to be assumed. 

The stress of the argument is laid by Aristotle on the 
second proposition, viz. that our present senses give us 
the perception of all known bodies; which is thus proved. 
The four elements are the basis of all existing oduata and 
their 7d@n. In our bodily organs of perception, and the 
media through which they act, all the elements are 
functionally employed; hence by their elementary con- 
stitution our present organs bring us into acquaintance 
with all the bodies and affections of bodies in the world. 
If a particular alo@yo.s were lacking, this could be only 
because its fitting alc@nrijpiov was so. But no alcdnripiov 
which would be of service for actual perception is lacking. 
Hence we possess all the alc@joeus, and there is none beyond 
‘the five.’ The proposition that our present organs by 
their elementary constitution make us acquainted with all 
odépara and their 7d@n is shown to be true as follows. All 
possible qualities of body are exhausted in two classes, 
those perceived through external media and those not 


into several senses; especially into those of temperature (the per- 
ception of the ‘hot and cold’) and of pressure and resistance (the 
perception of the ‘hard’ and ‘soft,’ ‘solid’ and ‘fluid’). Thus Reid 
was not, as Lord Kelvin (Popular Lectures and Addresses, ‘The Six 
Gateways of Knowledge,’ p. 262) says, the ‘first to point out the 
broad distinction between the sense of roughness or resistance and the 
sense of heat.’ 

1 This assumption, of course, involves a felitio principii: for if 
there were other bodies with other mwa@n there would have to be 
other alcOrjcets. 

2 425° 11-13 ef py te Erepov tore (=exrsts) cGpa cal wdOos & pnbevds 
€ort Tov évradOa gwpudrav, This assumption, although not mentioned 
till the end, is the major of the whole deduction, 
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so perceived. Touch and taste give us knowledge of (or 
the faculty of knowing) all possible tangible qualities, i.e. 
all those which do not require an external medium. The 
remainder are perceived by the remaining senses ; for thei 
organs consist of the elements which constitute external 
media, viz. air and water. All the externally non-mediated 
aloOnrd are anta: and adn per se is capable of perceiving 
all these. Touch has its organ and medium framed 
essentially of earth and fire, which, through their ad0n, 
represent to us the d:apopal of céya gua oGya. Thus, so 
far as these two elements go, nothing that exists in our 
world is unprovided for by touch}. The externally 
mediated alc@nrjpia, on the other hand, provide for the 
perception of the non-tangible properties of things; and 
this they do by their being essentially constituted of air 
and water, which are the only elements capable of serving as 
external media. But they are sufficient, for they mediate 
for all alo@nrd not already provided for through touch. 
Thus either mediately or immediately (or rather by media 
external avd internal, or media internal ov/y) access is given 
us, by our organs of perception, to knowledge of all the 
bodies and properties of body which exist in our world, of 
which we can form any conception. Hence no other aicdnats 
is to be assumed* The higher animals possess already 


1 In 425% 5-7 we read that fire ‘ either belongs to no one of the three 
externally mediated organs, or else it belongs to all alike,’ since it lies 
at the root of life and sensation. Earth, too, has no special connexion 
with any of these three sense-organs, though it lies with fire at the 
basis of touch. Thus earth and fire are related to the three externally 
mediated organs just so far as these are related to the organ of touch 
(see § 23 and §§ 28-9 supra). 

? We must suppose that Aristotle regards ré dmrixdy throughout this 
passage as including both taste (of which nothing is expressly said) 
and touch, We must further bear in mind that (for reasons already 
given), when an organ is said to be composed of water or of air, this 
only means that in its composition the water or the air is the ingredient 
essential for its function, the latter depending on the Adyos or ratio which 
either bears to the other elements in the organ. To imagine Aristotle 
saying that one single element could constitute any sensory organ, or, 
indeed, any other part of the body, would be to imagine him throw- 
ing overboard the teaching of his Physiology and Physics. 
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all the alc@nrjpia that are either (a) possible in point of 
constitution from the four elements, or (4) requisite for the 
perception of existing oduara and their 740n. To restate 
the points of Aristotle's argument more briefly. Our 
faculty of perception in general (76 alc Onrixdv) is equipped 
with the needful means of perceiving all aic@nrd. It has, 
by 47, the means of perceiving all which do not need 
an external medium, i.e. all whose 8cagopal belong to body 
qua body, and characterize the two orouyeia, fire and earth. 
It has, by organs constituted of air and water, the means 
required for perceiving all the ale6@nrd which do need an 
external medium: i.e. those whose 81agopal do not depend 
on fire and earth. No alo@yrov, therefore, remains inacces- 
sible to perception with our present senses}, 


1 In the parenthetic words 424> 30 éye. 8’ ovrws to 425% 2 di’ augotv 
Aristotle shows how it is conceivable that there should be a reduction 
in the number of alcOyrnpia, or a auplication of aicbyces or (what 
comes to the same thing) of aio@nrd; but leaves it plain that in no 
such case could we imagine the list of our aicOjces to be usefully 
increased. For (2) we can conceive one aioOnrnpiov so constituted 
as to perceive two heterogeneous aic@nrd; as, for example, if air 
is medium for both yWdédos and xpéa, and if it be necessary that an 
alc Onrnpiov essentially of air should perceive both of these. Again 
(6) we can also conceive two aicOnrnpia so constituted that either 
might perceive the same aio@nréy as the other; as, for example, if air 
and water are each a competent medium of xpda, a person with two 
organs essentially consisting the one of water, the other of air, should 
with either perceive xpéa. But neither (2) nor (4) would point the 
way towards an increase in the list of useful alcOnoes. The former 
would give us the same two aio@noes and aicénra as we have, only by 
one organ instead of two, The latter only brings us to the conception 
of two different organs employed in giving us one and the same aio @nats 
or aia Onrdv. 
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PART III. SENSUS COMMUNIS 


§ 1. WE now come to one of the most interesting por- 
tions of the ancient Greek psychology—the theory of the 
faculty of synthesis at its earliest stage. The name which 
heads the chapter is a translation of the term cow? aloOnors?, 
which was used first by Aristotle for this faculty. It is 
necessary here, as before, to consider how much of what 
he had to say regarding it was to be found in the specu- 
lations of his predecessors. As, however, these did not, 
at least until Plato’s time, undertake the discussion of the 
faculty of synthesis as such, we must content ourselves with 
stating the functions ascribed by Aristotle to the xow7 
aloOnows, and seeing how these functions were dealt with 
by preceding psychologists. To this department of wvx7, 
then, variously named by him 7 xown? alcOnots, rd Kpivor, 
16 mp@rov alcOntixdvy, he assigned (a) the power of dis- 
criminating and comparing the data of the special senses, 
all of which are in communication with it; (4) the per- 
ception of the ‘common sensibles,’ rd kxowd, of which the 
principal are klynots oynjpa apOuds péyeOos and xpdvos ; 
(c) the consciousness of our sensory experiences, i.e. the 
power by which we not only perceive, but perceive that we 
do so; (d) the faculty of imagination, i.e. reproductive 
imagination—ro daytaotixdy ; (e) the faculty of memory and 
reminiscence, prnun kal dvdurnors ; and (/) the affections of 
sleeping and dreaming. To ascertain, therefore, how much 
of Aristotle’s theory respecting this had been anticipated, 
we must survey the works of his predecessors, As they 
do not (until we reach Plato) distinctly formulate the idea 
of a synthetic faculty, we can only examine what they may 
have done to explain the various phenomena of mind above- 
mentioned as attributed by Aristotle to the agency of the 


’ Though Aristotle uses this actual term but seldom (cf. 425% 27, 
450% 10, 686% 31), often employing equivalents like mp&rov aiaOnrixédy, 
&c., yet as a convenient name for an important conception it was 
generally adopted by his followers, and in its Latin form continued to 
play a great part throughout the psychology of the Middle Ages. 
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xown atcOnots. We shall find before Plato very little in 
the remains of the old psychologists on this important 
subject of synthesis. We have already recounted what they 
had to say of the special senses and sensation generally ; 
and from this it is clear that they did not neglect the 
presentative department of psychology. As regards the 
tepresentative, however, they do not seem to have taken 
nearly the same pains. They referred the above-named 
functions to Wvx7, or voids, in a vague and general fashion ; 
feeling perhaps that these functions were too complicated 
and obscure for treatment in detail with any prospect of 
success. Before Plato, moreover, we find no record of any 
serious psychological treatment of memory or imagination. 
§ 2. Owing to the parallelism in Aristotle’s theory sensus 
between psychical wholes and parts, the consideration of "7s 


the sexsus communis will divide itself into sections corre- studied. 

sponding to the divisions adopted with reference to each #05 

of the special senses. This, their common centre, has its and organ, 
P ° ° * ; +41 its objects, 

function and organ, its objects, and its medium, and will and its 

have to be investigated with reference to each of these. ie 

As we have premised that none of the pre-Platonic psycho- each par- 

logists distinctly conceived such a subject as this, our wae 

treatment must (following such records as we possess) be 

of a piecemeal character, according as we find reason to 

suppose that each, or any, of the writers with whom we 

have to do, took or would naturally take a particular view 

of any of the functions of the common sense, or ascribed 


any of them to some particular organ. 


Alcmacon. 
§ 3. Of the function of a sensus communis, or of synthetic Alcmaeon, 


: , aes : No treat- 
function in general, Alcmaeon had no distinct idea, as 7} by 


far as his remains and the testimony respecting him can Be 
? - - -_ synthetic 
be trusted for information. We know, indeed, that he is ater 


said to have distinguished sensibility or sense-perception ae es 
5 x n ectua. 
(aicOdvecOa) from intelligence (ro fvvévat), and to have or sensu- 
confined the possession of the latter to human beings. But ?"* oe 
aps an 
he has left no evidence to show where he regarded alo@nots implication 


afl: of it in 
as ending or f¥veois as beginning, or how he would 4. wor 


fuvévar = 
intelli-+ 
gence ; so 
seeming ¢x 
we termini, 
to ascribe 
synthetic 
function 
(as Plato 
did) to 
under- 
standing. 
Brain 
would for 
him (as 
also for 
Plato) 
have been 
organ of 
synthetic 
faculty. 
Sleeping— 
a pheno- 
menon 
which 
depends on 
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distinguish these. Except, then, for the form of this word 
féveois, which zmplies synthesis in its notion, and seems 
to ascribe it (as Plato did) to understanding, we have no 
hint that Alcmaeon paid attention to it. Its importance 
remained submerged under a familiar name, and it eluded 
discussion. As little do we know of any classification of 
objects of sense-perception by him in which he would 
distinguish the data of special from those of ‘common’ 
sense. If, however, he had had a conception of this sense, 
he would probably have assigned the brain as its organ. 
There can be no doubt that he silently included the 
functions of the common sense under those of fvveous, and 
we have abundant evidence that for him the brain was the 
organ of intelligence, and that, moreover, all the several 
alcOjoeus are connected with it and cannot discharge their 
functions if their connexion with it is disturbed }. Sleeping 
(which according to Aristotle is an affection of the semsus 
communis) results, according to Alcmaeon (as well as to 
his successors, including Aristotle), from the retirement 
of the blood into the larger blood vessels, while ‘ waking ’ 
(i. e. full consciousness) returns after its rediffusion*. This 
might seem to imply that for Alemaeon the blood would 
have been the chief organ of consciousness. But we know 
that sensation was for him impossible without the co-opera- 
tion of the éyxépados with each sense; and therefore, most pro- 
bably, as Siebeck* remarks, it is to this organ that he would 
have assigned the consciousness of sensation, which Aristotle 
ascribes to the organ of the sexsus communis, viz. the heart. 


? Theophr. de Sens. § 26 dmdcas 8¢ ras aloOnoes cvvnpriaOai mws mpos 
Tov eyxéepadror, 616 Kal mnpodo bat Ktvoupévov Kat petadddrrovros Ty xopav" 
emdapBdvew yap Tovs mépous, bt dv ai aicOyces. Cf. also Plut. Epz¢. iv. 
17,1, Diels, Doz., p. 407, where, hewever, the term 76 jyyenovxdy Shows 
how far we are from the text of Alcmaeon. This Stoic term is pro- 
bably derived from the Aristotelean 1d jyovpevov, 1113 6. Plato, no 
doubt, refers to Alcmaeon in Phaedo 96B: 6 tas aigOnoes mapéxov Tov 
dxovelw kal dpav Kat dodpaiverda. It is to Alemaeon and Plato that 
Aristotle probably alludes, 469% 22: dtd wai Soxed ricly aicOdverOa 7a 
(oa ia rdv éyxepador. 

* eis Tas aipdppovs pr€Bas, Plut. Epit. v. 24, Diels, Dox., P- 435. 

* Geschichte der Psychol., p. 103, 
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Empedocles. 


§ 4. We miss, in the information which we have respecting Empe- 
Empedocles, anything which would show that he had ¢ces— 


lack of a 


a conception of the synthetic faculty as something which conception, 
: ° : Tt, 
it was the duty of a philosopher—or even a psychologist— Srihe 


to discuss ; for to reason from his metaphysical conceptions secre 
of giAia and veixos to psychological analogues of synthesis faculty of 


and analysis would be merely fanciful. He gives no?PS"5.. 


psychological classification of the objects of sense, and ment 7 us 


A 3 ive 
whatever is to be known respecting his attitude towards foie 


the sensus communis must be altogether, as in the case Soon us.” 
/natever 


of Alcmaeon, due to inferences more or less doubtful. We synthesis 
know that for him the blood—more especially that in the ably cone 
region of the heart—was the seat or organ of intelligence. templated 


° ae : byh 
As he did not really distinguish sense from reason or 2 ict have 


intelligence!, this must show that the blood would have had its 
instrument 


been for him the organ of a central faculty of sense had inthe mix- 
he distinctly formed a conception of this. But we have “7 ol the 
no information as to how he regarded the dzoppoat, which contained 
entered the pores of each sense, as co-ordinated and mar- ete 


shalled into the service of a systematic experience. He especially 
Fhe 5 that round 
does not exhibit a feeling of the need of any such process ; the heart 


but the blood (in which the elements are most perfectly ree ae 


mixed) would, no doubt, have, for him, supplied the organic theory of 


° e § = 
means towards it. In his theory of ‘temperaments’?,’ by oe 


which men possess talents according to the perfection of adverse to 
the xpaous of the elements in various parts of the body, he {po °oreeP- 


seems to betray a singular absence of any perception of eee. 
synthetic 


the need of systematization of sensory data under some faculty. 


controlling central power. Aristotle notices this fault in the Atistotle 
criticizes 


psychology of Empedocles, and complains that he does not the neglect 


; : : of synthetic 
provide any central force to combine or keep together and 5.7) 


co-ordinate either the various energies or the elemental parts a defect 


1 E. Rohde, Psyche, § 464, note 2, holds that Empedocles did draw 
this distinction, though admitting that for him rd voeiy was only 
coparixoy Tt. Cf, Arist. 427% 22. 

2 Cf. Theophr. de Sens. § 11. The man who has the elements most 
perfectly mixed in the tongue is the orator; he who has the mixture 
perfect in the hand is the artist, and so on, 
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of the soul!. The supposition that the blood, especially that 
around the heart 2, would, as central organ of perception, 
have taken, for him, the place of the heart itself as con- 
ceived by Aristotle, might seem to be confirmed by his 
theory of sleeping. This affection is produced by a ‘sym- 
metrical cooling of the blood *.’ The organ immediately 
affected in sleeping is, one would think, the organ of conscious- 
ness. But this theory of sleeping, as dependent on the blood, 
is common to him with Alcmaeon and Plato, for whom, how- 
ever, the brain was the central organ of sense-perception. 


Democritus. 

§ 5. Democritus did not put to himself the question— 
what is the faculty by which the data of sense are 
combined and distinguished, by which we are conscious 
of our mental acts, by which we imagine, remember, &c. ? 
He drew no dividing line between alo@nois and vois as 
psychical* entities. For him all knowledge, sensory and 
other, is effected by mechanical interaction between the 
atoms of bodies and those of the soul®. It results from 
eldwda (or delxeda, to use the more general expression) éfwev 
mpootovta. The soul atoms were divided or distributed 
all over the body. Notwithstanding this he seems (so 
far as we can trust our authorities) to have located certain 
mental faculties in particular parts of the body ®, and even 
to have anticipated the tripartite division of Plato who 
assigned the intelligence, the faculty of energy, and the 
faculty of desire, to the brain, the heart or thorax, and 

1 De An. i. 5. 410° 10-13 dmopyoee 8° dv tis Kal ri wor’ earl rd évo- 
movouv avrd (sc. ta orotxeia), and 411% 26-97 mérepoy macy vootpev .. . Ti 
ovy Snore ouvexer THY Wuxny ; 

? aiva yap dvOpamots mepixapdidv cori vdnua, Frag. 109, Diels, Vors.p.212. 

* Plut. Efit. v. 24, Diels, Dox., p. 435 xatawvéw rod. év ro alpare 
Oeppod cipperpor. 

* He distinguished, however, between the evidential value of ataénous 
and vovs, between oxorin and yvnain yraors, Sext. Math. vii. § 138. 

® éxeivos wev yap drs rairdov Wuxny Kal vody" rd yap dAnOés etvat rd at- 
vopevov, Arist. de An. i. 2, 404% 27. 

* Cf. pseudo-Hippocr. Epistulae ix. 392L epi piatos dvOp., Diels, 
Vors., p. 470, where Democritus is said to have called the brain 


Grda§ diavoins; the heart (xapdin) Bactris, dpyis reOnvds; the liver (fap) 
émtOupins atrtov, 
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the liver or abdomen, respectively. He is also credited! having 
with a bipartite division of the soul, placing rd Aoyixdy in ane 
the thorax, while distributing 7d dAoyoy all over the body. anda 


In fact, however, we can depend very little on information peers 
coming from a pseudo-Hippocratean writer of the second the soul. 
century, or from the Placita, respecting points like this. 
According to the physical principles of Democritus, 
sense and thought result from emanations coming to us from 
things and entering the pores of our bodies, but especially 
the pores of the proper organs, penetrating to the atoms 
of the soul, and so in some way bringing to our minds 
the ideas of the things from which they have come. Thus 
it is with the perceptions of our waking life; and thus it is 
also that we dream when asleep. For in sleep, too, el8wAa 
of things and persons stream into our bodies, or, being 
already lodged in them, then become active, and visions 
of the persons or things from which they originate arise in 
our minds?, Sleeping, according to Democritus, is a cooling Sleeping, 
of the heat-atoms of the body, or rather the expulsion, ‘8° *P*" 


2 sion of 


under the pressure of the environment, of a certain number 2 certain 


: : ; f 
of them *. This cooling affects the outer parts chiefly, and sonert: 


the vital heat retires to the interior, sc. to the neighbourhood Oe 


of the heart. Amid these vague and indefinite notions we with con- 


cannot discover any inkling of a synthetic faculty by which ee al 


the effects of dmoppoal in the way of sensation were collected heat nae 

and arranged for the purposes of systematic experience. ees 
§ 6. We might, at first sight, expect to discover, in His 

connexion with what Democritus says of davracia, some Reaeae 4 


clue to his attitude respecting the central sense. But we give no 


find at once that by gavracia he does not mean the repro- eles 


1 Plut. Epzz. iv. 6, Diels, Dox., p. 390. 

2 Arist. de Div. per Somn. ii. 464° 5 Gomep Aéyer Anpdxpiros eiSwda Kat 
dmoppous aitiapevos. Cf. Lucret. iv. 747-66 (Giussani), and Plut. Sympos. 
Vili. 10, § 2 6 now Anpdxptros, eyxaraBvocotaba ra cidwAa dia rdv répwr eis 
ra gopara Kal Tovey Tas KaTa Tov Umvoy dyes emavahepsueva: from which 
it would appear that the «/SwAa, which are ever coming when we are 
awake, sink deeply into our bodies, destined in sleep to arise, as it 
were, ‘from the depths’ and present themselves to consciousness, 

5 Cf. Arist. 472® 2-15, 404° 5-16. 


256 SENSUS COMMUNIS 


of central ductive imagination, but merely the presentative faculty: 
ate oe that faculty whereby things appear, or present themselves, 
on his to usin ordinary perception. He taught that the ‘ secondary 
pied qualities’ (as they were called by Locke) have no objective 
only pre- existence: they are only affections of our sensibility 
neat according as it is qualitatively altered'. The same thing 
sath that appears (paivecOat) to us sweet may appear to others 
tion, of  bitter,&c. As regards the function of reproductive imagina- 
em) tion, therefore, which Aristotle ascribed to the coi? aiodnors, 
niscence. we cannot ascertain that Democritus held definite views, 
any more than as to the cow? aloOnors itself. To complete 
our discomfiture we are unable to discover that he formu- 
lated a theory of memory or recollection. In no way, 
therefore, can we find a point of contact between his 
doctrines and that of the xow? alc@nots of Aristotle. He 
seems to have been too much immersed in the details of 
physics and physiology to spare time or thought for the 


more abstract and higher aspects of psychology. 


Anaxagoras. 
Anaxa- § 7. If there is any proposition which may be implicitly 
ty eos believed respecting the teaching of Anaxagoras, it is that 


ately for him vods? was dytyrs, i.e. absolutely free from all 
a theory admixture of the elements® of the petyya. This being 


of sensus so, it is impossible to understand how any principle of 
communis, 


orsynthetic Community could connect it with the material body; or 


soe Sees how there could be a cow? alcOnots with an alcOnrjpiov to 


he could correspond, in which the soul and the infinitude of elements 
not, except ¢ a 
Bee — dpotouepn — should be really related to one another. 


Eau Only a ‘miracle*’ could bring about such communion 


and body for Anaxagoras. Accordingly, sleeping—for Aristotle a 


cael function of } cow? aloOnois—is for Anaxagoras an affection 
1 


ravta maby rhs alaOnoews Gddovovperns, ef hs yiverOar Thy avraciay, 
Theophr. de Sens. §§ 63-4. 

® He refers to vovs also as Wuxn: cf. Arist. 404> 1-3, Schaubach, 
Anax. p. 113. This he did probably when descending from the 
teleological to the mechanical standpoint: the ground of Socrates’ 
complaint against him. 

> Cf. Arist. 405° 16, 429 18. 

* Cf. Eurip. Frag, 1007 (Nauck) 6 vois yap jpav eon ev éxdor@ beds. 
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of the body only, not of the soul?, an opinion to which one 
he was probably led @ posteriori by the activity of the {note 


Sleeping is, 
mind in dreams as well as a prior? by this theory of voids for Anaxa- 
goras, an 


(or Wuxi) dyeyjs. Yet, despite this theory, Anaxagoras aftection of 


appears to have held an exoteric form of his doctrine nee ee 
sor 


of wox7, in which, as his ‘final’ causes were displaced says (or 


ani ‘ : : seems to 
by mechanical causes, so his views of soul approached say cion 


somewhat nearer to those of ordinary psychology. His it's ae 
teaching respecting the special senses shows traces of this. that ay 


Can we, even from this standpoint, discover in him any ees 
° ° . . a € 
evidence of a doctrine of synthesis—of the faculty by which senses with 


the data of the several senses are combined and distin- The caly” 


guished? If so, what would for him have been its organ ? principle 


; 4.6 ° >» 4, ofsynthesis 
We saw that, in explaining the faculty of hearing (axo7), 02+ for 


he regarded wégos as making its way xpi rod éyxedddov., him have 
Censorinus tells us that Anaxagoras held the brain to be the or Coa 


source of all the senses *. It seems at all events certain that Saar 


for him, in general, vods or (its equivalent in his psychology) vois in 


Wyn would have fulfilled the functions of cow? alo @nouw— el eS 


have supplied consciousness, memory, &c., as well as logy. | 
Aisti wa d : ‘ h ‘ flow it 
istinguishing and comparing the phenomena of sense. ¢o-ordi- 


As to the particulars of the manner of its doing so, we rie ee 
ata o 


can say nothing. We can only rest on hypotheses respect- sense we 


ing the matter. Theophrastus %, distinguishing the teaching See a 


of Clidemus from that of Anaxagoras, says: ‘Clidemus inform us. 
taught that, while the senses of seeing, smelling, tasting, and 
touching, independently perceive their objects, the senses 
—or rather the organs—of hearing merely convey their 
report to vods, which is that which properly and directly 
hears‘; though he does not, as Anaxagoras did, make vois 


1 Plut. Epit. v.25, Diels, Dox., p. 427... coparixdy yap elvar rd wados, 
ov uyexdy, 

9 Cens. de die Natalz, vi. 1 ‘ Anaxagoras cerebrum, unde omnes sunt 
sensus (sc. ante omnia iudicavit increscere)’: unless here the clause 
‘unde... sensus’ be inserted by Censorinus de svo, as the indicative 
suggests. 8 De Sens. § 38; Diels, Dox., p. 510. 

* povdy 8¢ rds deods abras perv obdév xpivew, eis Dé roy vod Starréurenv, 
ox Somep ‘Avagaydpus apxiy moti mavrov tov vodv: where Diels 
observes on psvoy ‘nam qui praecedunt sensus ipsi iudicium ferunt.’ 
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the apy} tév mdytwy! Though Clidemus did not, like 
Anaxagoras, make voids the explanatory principle of all 
things in general, he regarded it as the true percipient 
subject in the case of hearing. The implication by contrast 
here would certainly seem to be that the subject in the 
case of every sense was for Anaxagoras vois itself, while 
the sensory organ was but a mere instrument or channel. 
But it is almost idle to speculate as to how Anaxagoras 
would have conceived a theory of synthesis, when of this 
faculty itself he does not appear to have felt the necessity. 


Diogenes of Apollonia. 


§ 8. Diogenes, who (notwithstanding his revival of the 
theory of Anaximenes which made air the principium of 
all things) is one of the most interesting of the pre-Platonic 
psychologists with whom we have undertaken to deal ?, 
stands alone among the latter in having discussed, even 
though indirectly, the subject of memory and reminiscence. 
He seems to have held a theory of the psychical function 
of the air in (or around) the brain in its relation with that 
in (or around) the heart in the thorax ; which reminds one 
of Aristotle’s doctrine of the connexion of three of the 
senses with the brain, or rather with the membrane surround- 
ing this, and then with the heart, to which the brain or 
its membrane was only an intermediate station. We have 
already seen how he connected the several special senses 
with the air in the brain: how the eye, when images fall 
on the pupil, conveys its message by means of the air in 
this organ to the inner air, and so on*. The air animates 
the whole body, being conducted through it with the blood 
in the veins. Thinking is due, he says, to the activity 


» Zeller (Pre-Socratics, ii. 369, E. Tr.) infers that Anaxagoras made 
Nois the true subject of perception in the case of each and all of the 
aicOnoes : this would seem to require macy instead of ravrav. 

® Parmenides also seems to have formed a theory of pvquy, making it 
to depend (like d:dvoa in general) on a due xpaots of cold and hot in 
the body. Cf. Theophr. de Sens. §§ 3-4. 

$ Theophr. de Sens. §§ 39-42. 
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of pure and dry air, for moisture impedes intelligence. Cause of 
Hence infants are of weak intelligence: they have too saat 
much moisture, hence the air is not able to circulate weakness 
freely through their bodies but is confined within the cules 
breast. For lack of ducts—the necessary means of such 
circulation of air—plants are destitute of intelligence. The 

cause of the passionate and fickle disposition of infants 

is the same. Hence, too, the tendency of young children 

to forgetfulness. As the air does not penetrate freely to 

all parts of their body they are lacking in intelligence”. 

A proof of the proposition that the obstruction of the Conditions 
air in the breast causes mental difficulties is found in pig arnt 
the distress which persons feel who endeavour to recollect. remi- 
This feeling they have in the breast®. When they have" — 
recovered the idea for which they have sought in this 

effort, the obstructed air is set free, and they experience 

a feeling of relief*. The air being the primary agent 

of mind, if it becomes obstructed in its chief seat—the 

breast, into which it passes in respiration—mental power is 
impaired, and mental efforts are thwarted, until the air again 

secures free passage for itself. We notice here how closely 
Diogenes approaches to Aristotle, who made the organ of 

central sense, of which dvduyyois is a function, the heart 

or the region of the heart®. A further partial coincidence Theory of 
between Aristotle and Diogenes appears in their treatment “°¢P!"& 
of the affection of sleeping. According to Diogenes, sleep 

comes on when the blood has forced the air that is in the 

veins back into the breast. Sleep is, according to Aristotle 

also, an affection of this same region of the breast, which 

was the seat of the cow? aloOnors. In the Placita we read? 

that Diogenes placed 1d jyeyorrxdy (which term, however, 

raises suspicion of the authenticity of the statement) éy r7 
dprnpiaxy Koirla rhs Kapdlas, Aris éort mvevpatixy. If this 


1 Theophr. de Sens. §§ 44-5. 2 fdveots. 8 grept ta orn. 
4 With the above cf. Arist. de Mem. 453° 14-31 and 453” 3-10. 
5 Cf. Panzerbieter, Diogenes Apoll. pp. 90-3. 
§ Plut. Hfzt. v.24; Panzerb. p. 90; Arist. de Somno, passim. 
7 Aét. iv. 5.7; Diels, Dox., p. 391; Panzerb., pp. 87 seqq. 
$2 
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statement has a basis of truth, we must regard those of the 
passages in which the air around the brain is said to be 
the percipient subject as only provisionally true: this 
air has to convey the messages of sense to the air of the 
thorax before consciousness of sensation arises. It may 
be that Diogenes, like Aristotle, made the environment 
of the brain only an intermediate stage in the process of 
sensation as regards three senses—hearing, seeing, and 
smelling; while touching and tasting, of which he says 
nothing definite, were regarded by him, as by Aristotle, 
as having direct communication with the central seat of 
Diogenes sense-perception'. On the whole it appears that Diogenes 
teas possessed in a marked degree a perception, which Alcmaeon 


conception 


Seen had in a slight measure, but which Democritus and Empe- 
e€adocies e . 
Ae Demo- docles did not possess at all, of the necessity for a central 


tacked) of Organizing faculty, whether of sense or intelligence, on 
the neces» Which consciousness and memory depend; and that he 
eae regarded this as seated chiefly in the air in the region of 
faculty. the heart—whether in the lungs? or, as the compiler of 


the Placita tells us, in ‘the arteriac cavity’ of the heart. 


Plato. 


nee F § 9. Plato of course does not even name a kouw? alcOnors, 


synthesis to but he investigated carefully the function of synthesis whose 
paar importance was paramount in his psychology. He ascribed 


to thought it not to sense, as Aristotle did, but to thought. Yet there 
orintelli- . : - - 
gence. Yet 1S reason for regarding this difference—from the psycho- 


see aos logist’s point of view, not from that of the metaphysician or 
ie ay for €pistemologist—as one of method more than anything else. 


Aristotle’s No psychologist has ever been able to answer satisfactorily 


theory of 

sensus _ the question where sense-perception ends and thinking com- 
COMMUNIS. o CT 

We may, memnces. In order, therefore, to be in a position to compare 


therefore, Aristotle’s doctrine of xow} alc@nois with Plato’s doctrine of 


* Cf. Arist. 469% 12 dv0 alcbjoes pavepds évraida (sc. eis ri Kapdiav) 
ovvrervovcas Spapev, thy Te yetow Kal tiv ddnv, Sore wal ras aAdas 
avaykatov. 

* Diogenes probably held that the xocAia of the heart communicated 
directly with the lungs. Cf. Arist. 496% 22 kai elolv [sc. ai kosdiat] es rov 
MVEVPOVA TETPH Eval TATAt, 
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the synthetic faculty so far as these may coincide, we shall compare 
here consider what information the latter has left us He sue 


respecting the faculty whereby the data of sense are theories of 
combined or distinguished; also respecting imagination, Siding? 
memory, reminiscence, and the other functions claimed ae fae 
for the xow? alcOmors by his great pupil. in kind. 


§ 10. Inthe Theaetetus it is that Plato most emphatically The soul 


exhibits his appreciation of the importance of the synthetic ce 


faculty. ‘With the eyes one discerns black and white of special 
sense) the 


objects; with the ears one perceives grave and acute true faculty 


: ; of percep- 
tones ; at least so people say. This account of the matter eee On 


is not, however, scientifically accurate. We do not see are but zn- 


with the eyes; rather we see through them. We do S7M7eni 


not hear w7th the ears, but through them also. It would eels 
surely be strange if we had placed within us, like so many oe 


warriors in Trojan horses’, a multitude of sensory faculties nea 


(alcOjoes) which did not tend to unite in some one form— through 


call it soul or some other name—wzth which we truly anne 


perceive all that we do perceive through these senses as We jcler 
: : t 
through instruments?’ The organs through which one titude of 


perceives things hot, hard, light, or sweet, are parts of the different 
sensory 


body. When we perceive such an object through some one faculties 


faculty (Svvdpews), it is not possible for us to perceive the Nite a 


same through any other faculty. We cannot by sight warriors 
perceive the objects of hearing, nor can we by hearing ae 


perceive the objects of sight. But if you think something Trojan 
: ° . . orse. 
concerning doth of these objects zz common, it cannot be To think 


it H 3 somethin 
through either organ singly that you do so*, Sound and eee 


colour are two different objects, unlike one another. In thus ¢0 several 


thinking of them as distinct from each other, as together Fo"), 


1 Cf. Galen. de Placit, Hipp. et Plat. §§ 631-3. 

2 és piav twa id€av, etre Wuxny etre 6 Tt Sei Kadeiv, wdvta tadra Evyteiver, 
7) Oud TOUTw@Y oloy dpydvwy aicBavopueba boa aicOnta, Theaet. 184 D. 

5 Jbid. 185 A et te dpa mepi dudorépwy Bravo, ovk dv did ye rod érépou 
dpyavov, ovd’ ad dia rod érépov mepl audorépar aicbdvor’ av. Notice the 
choice of verbs employed in each clause, by which Plato would seem to 
desire to fence off the action of the synthetic faculty altogether from that 
of sense-perception. He has used aic@dver@a just above (see last note) 
to denote the action of ux operating ‘Arough the aicOjces. 
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we tequire Zo, while each is ove, it cannot be by the agency of either 


phan sight or hearing singly that one forms a conception which 


from ou thus embraces both!. Common characteristics of diverse 
fee sense-percepts are not themselves perceived by the special 


bhccec organs of sense. The soul itself, independently of sense, 
wi e e . 
yuxf or by ‘inspects’ the attributes common to objects of the different 


eh senses—their several unity, their difference zter se, &c.? 


‘The soul There is no special organ at all, formed of a bodily part, 
ae of any instrumental to the soul’s action in perceiving these common 


rea a attributes ®. Here Plato recognizes the function of synthesis 
strumen 


in think- aS necessary for the co-ordination and systematization of the 


meonr te data of sense, but denies that it belongs to sense, or has 


features of a bodily part, analogous to the eyes or ears, connected with 
vensibles, it as its instrument. In 184 D, however, by the very terms 


Different he employs (3 ... alc@avdéueba) he shows how closely his 
use of the ree : 9 

temza thought approximates to that of Aristotle. He did not 
te ce speak, it is true, of a mpGrov alc Onrixdy or of a Kow? alcOnors, 


Aristotle. yet by this passage the thought of such a faculty might 
panes have been suggested to Aristotle. This is confirmed by 


ae the use of the word xowd in the same connexion. Plato 
absolute, 


Fortra does not employ the term ra xowd here, as Aristotle did, 
Fane to signify ‘common sensibles,’ i.e. objects capable of being 
the xv) perceived by all the senses in common; such e.g. as 


eben knows. According to Aristotle, xivnows is perceptible by 


are eecay any sense, being a common object to all, or at least to 
P Plato's Sight and touch. According to Plato no one sense can 


ree perceive the xowwa. Even here, however, the difference 


perceived between Aristotle and Plato is. not so great: for, after all, 


1 : x hoo 
Oy eace the xowd were for Aristotle only alc@nra xara cupBeBnxds in 


ners relation to any one sense, while they were directly alcOyrd 
tr several to the xow? alcénors, fulfilling as this did the function here 


senses. ascribed by Plato to wux7. With this, and the use of 

aicOavoueba as referred to above, the thought of 4 xowy 

1 Theaet. 185 B ovre yap 80 dxojs obre du dpews oldy re 7d Kowdy Aap- 
Baveww rept avrav. 

® GAN airy Of airis 1 pux7 Ta Kowd pos haiverat repli raver émoxoTey, 
Theaet. 185 D. 

° [bid. Soxet ryv apynv odd? elvae rovodrov ovdéy rovrots bpyavoy td.ov 
dorep ékeivors (sc. as the Proper sensibles have). 
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alaOnots lies obvious to the reader’s mind. As xowvd in his 
sense of the word, i.e. as objects of the Wvy7 so acting 
through the aicdjoes, Plato names (a) ovoia kal rd ph elvat, 
(4) rd Suoroy Kal 7d dvdporoy, (c) vy xal moAAd, (d) 7d Kaddv Kat 
76 aloxpdy, (€) 7d dyaddv Kal rd xaxdv (Theaet. 186 A). 
§ 11. The presentative faculty—qavracia. The same éarracia 


wind which to one man is cold is to another warm: and sees <i 
it zs so because it appears (patverat) so. This ‘appearing’ is as 
. re- = 
the work of sense: gavtacta and alc@nots are of essentially isa Ie 
the same nature, and possess similar evidential value But in this 
. : 5 its second 
throughout the various provinces of sensation’. So Plato function 
observes, tracing the character of subjective or Protagorean (2) Plato 
only refers 


idealism—or rather sensationism. In this ‘appearing,’ to it by 
however, which Plato treats with such scant courtesy, lies Peua"xs | 


the foundation of experience, since the presentative is the word is 


: : ‘ enerall 
foundation of the re-presentative element ”. i ae 
Out of such ‘appearing’ arises memory, by which we {lato in 


have knowledge of past time, or by which there zs for us sense (a). 


a past. The soul, says Plato, is like a book®. Memory ane Z 


and perceptions meet at the moment when such per- aie 
° . . . within us 
ceptions occur, and thereupon memory as it were inscribes eee 


a record of the perceptions in our souls. When this record tion (the 
. eae. . . os 
is true, true opinion arises in our souls; when the ‘secretary within 


of records’ within us * inscribes what is not true, the result- bee 


ing opinion is false. But there is another artist at work rain 
within us at the same time as memory. This other is pac “The 


the painter ((eypddos)—/magination. He, succeeding the pictures of 


° ° : : imagina- 
recording secretary, paints in the soul likenesses (eixdves) of tionmay 


. - : refer to 
the things perceived—transferring from the eye or other ft ™ 


organ of sense the sensible data which are to be matter of future. On 


1 Theaet. 152 B-C. Here favraoia is clearly a different thing from 
the faculty of reproductive imagination as defined by Aristotle (429 1) 
Kiwnots tnd THs aiaOnoews THS Kat evepyetav yvopevyn. Cf. Theaet, 152 B 
10 0€ ye haiverat aicOaveoOai eorw ; €ort yap. 

? The synthesis involved in ¢avraoia at this its first stage (wherein 
ideas of objects are presented to the mind) is what psychology should 
most earnestly examine. Needless to say Plato did not pay much 
attention to it; nor did Aristotle. 

5 Soxet poe nuav 7 Yuxn BiBrALm rie mpoceotxéevat, PAiled. 38 E. 

* Phileb. 39 A 6 Toodros map’ Huiv ypauparevs, SC. myNLN. 
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opinion or discourse. Thus a person sees images of those 
data somehow painted within him. The likenesses of true 
opinions and words are true, those of the false are false’. 
But it is not to the past and present alone that these 
writings and paintings have reference ; they refer also to the 
future’. Thus arise expectations (édmldes els tov émeita 
xpévov) as to the future, such as we are filled with our 
whole lives through. Memory is a conservation of percep- 
tion®, Reminiscence is, however, different from memory‘. 
Whenever the soul by itself within itself as far as possible® 
retraces and retrieves a lost piece of perception or learning, 
we say that it recollects (dvapipvijcxerOa). Reminiscence, 
or recollection, is the power which the soul by itself, and, 
as far as possible, without the body, has of recovering 
experiences which it had before in common with the body. 
Forgetting, on the other hand, is simply the exit of memory®, 
which, again, is to be distinguished from unconsciousness, 
the negative state expressed by the word dvaioOnola. Of 
course if we are completely unconscious we are thereby 
without all our former alcOjcers and padjpara. This, how- 
ever, is not what happens when we simply forget. We are 
conscious enough in all respects, save in that of the par- 
ticular afo@no.s or d0nua which has left our minds’. 

§ 12. The operation of memory in the first instance—the 
way in which the scribe or secretary takes his records— 
is further described by the following simile. There is as 
it were in the mind of man a block of wax for receiving 


1 Phileb. 39 BeC. Here we find Plato raising the subject of the 
reproductive imagination, the psychical faculty described or defined 
by Aristotle in the preceding note. 

2 Phileb. 39 D. 8 Phileb. 34 A cwrnpiay alcbnoews. 

* In what follows I neglect as irrelevant all reference to: the dis- 


tinctively Platonic theory of dvdpynots, suggesting pre-existence and the 
doctrine of Ideas. 


a > 
° érav dmodécaca pynpny eit’ alaOnoews cir’ ad pabnparos abéis tavtny 


dvarohnon mad adri év éavtq, kal taita gvpravta dvapynces Kal pvrjpas 
mov déyouev, Philed. 34 B-C with Phaed. 75 E. This passage of the 
Philebus (34 B-C) forms the original of much that is in Arist. de Mem. 
il ad init., 451° 18 seqq. 

® uynuns €£odos, 7 Phileb. 33 Ee 
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impressions’. In different persons it is of different sizes within us. 
and different qualities also, being in some harder, moister, Sen 
or purer than in others. It is the gift of Mnemosyne, the tions or 

= thoughts 
mother of the Muses, to men. When we wish to remember are in- 
aught that we see, or hear, or think, within ourselves, we ae 
hold the wax to the perceptions or thoughts, and take qualities of 
impressions of these in it as if stamped there by a seal ring, Sus "9* 


We remember and know what is printed there as long fitness for 
as the impression lasts; but when it is effaced, or when no ang retain- 
impression has been taken, we forget, and do not know. ing distinct 
Now when the wax in the soul of any one is deep and ee 
abundant, and smooth and well-tempered, the impressions eet ag 
which pass through the senses and sink into the heart the good- 


of the soul (as Homer says in a certain passage in which he joances of 
indicates the likeness of the soul to wax”), being pure and memory. 
clear and finding a sufficient depth of wax, are lasting. saa bad 
Minds such as these easily learn, and easily retain what Belen 4 
they learn, nor are they liable to confusion. They have in and illus- 
them plenty of room, and having clear impressions of things, "¢ 
they quickly distribute these in their proper places on the 
block. Such are called wise or clever men. When, on 
the contrary, the heart of any one is ‘shaggy %, a quality 
which the all-wise poet commends, or muddy, or of impure 
wax, or very soft, or very hard, there is in the mind 
a corresponding defect. The soft are good at learning, 
but apt to forget; the hard are the reverse; the ‘shaggy,’ 
or rugged, or gritty, or those who have an admixture of 
earth or dung in their composition, have the impressions 
indistinct; so have also the hard, for there is no depth 
inthem. The soft, too, are indistinct, for their impressions 
are easily confused and effaced. Still greater is the indis- 
tinctness when all are jostled together in a little soul which 
has no room. Such are the natures which have false 
opinion ; for when they see or hear or think of anything, 
they are slow in assigning the right objects to the right 
impressions—in their stupidity they confuse them, and are 

1 qnpivov expayeiov, 2 xp (=xéap), knpds. 

® gray Adowdv rov rd Kéap 7}. The heart, or the region round the heart, 
is for Aristotle the organ of central sense. 
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apt to see and hear and think amiss—and such men are said 
to be deceived in their knowledge of objects and ignorant ?. 
In this famous simile, Plato, in his picturesque way, por- 
trays the functions of sensation, memory, and imagination. 
The stamping of the impressions is the presentative gav- 
tacia—sense-perception. The memory or retention of 
them, when the objects which stamped them are gone, 
is due to the representative gavtacia—the reproductive 
imagination. 

§ 13. But here, too, Plato proceeds to develop the 
difference between mere retention of impressions and 
the power of recalling them to mind at need: the differ- 
ence between memory and reminiscence*. To do this he 
introduces another, and equally famous, simile. Suppose 
a person to have caught a great many wild doves, or other 
birds, and to keep them in an aviary at home. In one 
way we may say of him that he always das them, because 
he is the possessor of them; but, in another way, he may 
have none of them the while. They are merely in his 
power, in his enclosure, so that he can catch any of them 
when he wants, and let it go again, and do this as often 
as he likes. Now to apply this. Suppose that there is 
in each one’s mind an aviary of all sorts of birds, some 
in great flocks apart, some in small groups, others solitary, 
flying anywhere and everywhere. Suppose further that 
the birds are kinds of knowledge; that when we were 
children the aviary was empty ; but that whenever a person 
has gotter-and confined in the enclosure a kind of know- 
ledge he may be said to have learned or discovered the 
thing which is the subject of the knowledge: and that, 
therefore, he knows it. ... When the various forms of 
knowledge are flying about in the aviary, and he, wishing 
to capture a certain sort of knowledge out of the general 
store, takes the wrong one by mistake, getting hold of the 
ring-dove when he wants the pigeon: in this way we may 


? Theaet. 191 D-195 A, from Jowett’s Translation. 
2 No one can fail to be struck with the fundamental resemblances 
between Plato here and Aristotle in the de Memoria. 
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suppose false opinion to arise. When he catches the one 
he wants, his opinion is true}. 

In the former of these two sensuous images—the block of 
wax and the columbarium—we have an exact, though fanciful, 
parallel for Aristotle’s xvpiov aicOnrjpuov, at least on its passive 
side. Nowhere else does Plato so closely approach the 
Aristotelean conception*.. Even here he does not seem to 
treat it quite seriously, but leaves it before us rather as a 
piece of fancy work than a serious product of psychological 
analysis. The block of wax represents the mere rezention 
of ideas—memory: the dovecote represents their active 
recall—reminiscence. He does not go to the length of 
saying that there is any one particular organ or bodily 
part analogous to the wax or pigeon-house; he does not 
assign its function to the heart or brain. Had he done 
so, it would have been more natural for him to choose 
the former, the brain being the instrument of reason, 
according to the 7zmaeus. He has thus, however, skilfully 
enough delineated the functions of sensation, memory, and 
imagination. 

§ 14. To return to his conception of Reminiscence: we Associa- 
shall find that in the PAaedo in connexion with this subject Bee. 
he has as genuine, if not as highly developed, notions remi- 
respecting the ‘ Association of Ideas’ as his pupil Aristotle Ange 
exhibits. He there observes that if a person recalls one 
anything by reminiscence, he must at a former period ; 
have known that thing. Now if a person sees or hears 
something or perceives it by some other sense, and thereby 
gets the idea not of it alone, but also of something else 
the knowledge of which is different, a person is properly 
said to recollect (dvapiprijoxecOar) the latter—the thing of 
which he thus gets the idea. Thus a person on seeing 
a lyre, or cloak, which a friend was wont to use or wear, 
gets into his mind at once the idea of the friend, and this 


1 Theaet. 197 D seqq., Jowett’s Trans. 

2 It will be noticed that it is to the heart, not to the brain, that the 
similes, however obscurely, point as the organ of such a faculty of 
Sensus communis, 
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is reminiscence. The process of association is especially 
noticeable for the way in which it recalls to mind things 
which, through lapse of time or for some other reason, one 
had quite forgotten. The reminiscence may take place 
either (a) from the similarity of the idea, which recalls 
the other, to this other, as when the picture of Simmias 
recalls the idea of Simmias; or (6) without any such 
similarity, as in the case of the lyre, the sight of which 
recalls the idea of the friend who used to play upon it}. 

§ 15. It is germane to the subject to adduce here Plato’s 
account of opinion (défa)—the faculty of judgment at its 
lowest grade. Opinion results from memory and sense. 
What happens is like this: A person sees an object 
at a distance, not quite distinctly. His curiosity leads 
him to discern it clearly and pronounce what it is that he 
sees. ‘What is it that I see?’ he would say to himself: 
‘What is the object that presents (pavra(éuevov) itself as 
standing beside the cliff yonder beneath the tree?” Next 
he might make answer to himself and say: ‘it is a human 
being, thereby guessing correctly, or he might mistake 
and say: ‘What I see is something made by shepherds— 
a figure of a human being.’ If in company with some one, 
he would give audible utterance to these attempts to 
pronounce; his efforts at opinion (éééa) would take the 
form of discourse (Adyos). But if he is alone he proceeds 
to discuss (d:avoovpevos) the matter with himself, keeping 
it to himself for a good while®. Thus aic@nots, davtacia, 
povnun, d6€a, d.dvova, and Adyos are brought into relation with 
one another; the object of presentation is compared with 
that of memory or thought, and a judgment or opinion, 
true or false, is formed of the relation between them °, 

§ 16. Notwithstanding that in the Theaetetus Plato 
speaks of the soul as being, by itself, without the use of 


» Phaedo 73 C-E. For association of 7nterests superadded to and 
reinforcing association of zdeas, cf. Lyst’s 219-20. 

? Phileb. 38 C seqq. 

° Here, it may be observed, we have to do with what Aristotle calls 
the perception of ra kata cupBeBykds, 
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any bodily organ, able to recover by reminiscence its tions as to 
temporarily lost impressions, he in various places speaks ‘N° 0'8*" 
of it, and even of its highest functions, as having a bodily faculty of 
seat or organ. ‘I speculated,’ says Socrates 1, ‘as to whether ee 
the blood is the part of us with which we think and per- 
ceive”, or else the air, or the fire, within us; or whether 
it is none of these, but the brain is that which supplies 
the sensations (6 mapéxwy tas aicOjoeis) of hearing, seeing, 
and smelling*; and whether from these arise memory 
(uvjpn) and opinion (3ééa), while from memory and opinion, 
when fixed and stable (AaBovons 1d ipewety Kata tadrd), 
arises scientific knowledge (émortyyn). Here the organ 
® povodpey is evidently made to include reference to the 
processes of sense-perception, and also to those which imme- 
diately follow—memory and the other processes referred by 
Aristotle to the xow7 atoOno.s. Thus the Platonic Socrates 
enumerates all or most of the suggestions made by former 
writers to explain the ‘seat’ of perception and thinking— 
by Empedocles and Kritias (ata), Diogenes of Apollonia 
(anp), Heraclitus (ap), and Alcmaeon (6 éyxépados). In the 
Timaeus Plato himself adopts the last of these suggestions, 
making the brain the seat of the intellectual functions of 
soul. Hippocrates,as well as Alcmaeon, had already held the 
brain to be the essential organ of sense and thought. ‘ This 
is that which interprets for us the impressions derived 
from the air (juiy rdv and Tod Hépos yevouevwv épynveds) if it 
is in a healthy condition; but it is the air that supplies it 
with intelligence (rij 5? dpdvnow air 6 dip Tapéxerar) *.’ 

§ 17. ‘In it (the spinal marrow) the Demiourgos im- (7#maeus) 

: Tripartite 

planted and fastened the several kinds of souls; and division of 
according to the number and fashion of the shapes that seinen z 
Soul should have, corresponding to her kinds, into so many of its parts 
similar forms did he divide the marrow at the outset of ‘© boty 


organs. 


his distribution. That which should be as it were a field, The soul 


1 Phaedo 96 C, with Archer-Hind’s notes. 

2S dpovoipev: cf. émt ro ppdmpor, Zim. 648, which also evidently 
includes sense-perception. 

5 He does not mention touching and tasting here. 

* Hippocr. de Morbo Sacro, 17. 
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to contain in it the Divine seed, he moulded in a spherical 
form, and this part of the marrow he called the brain 
(2yxépados), with the view that, when each animal was 
completed, the vessel containing it should be the head. 
That which was to have the mortal part of the soul he 
distributed into moulds at once round and elongated 
[i.e. the vertebral column]. All these forms he named 
marrow, and from them, as from anchors, he put forth the 
bonds to fasten all the soul; and then he wrought the 
entire body round about it; first building, to fence it, 
a covering of bone!.’ Thus for Plato the cerebro-spinal 
marrow was the organic seat of zxdelligence (vois), courage 
(Ovuds, or Td Ovuoeidés), and appetite (rd émOupnrixdy). The 
cerebral portion was given to vods; the thoracic portion 
to Oupds; the abdominal, to émOévuia. We learn further 
in the 7zmaeus® that the third part of soul, which plants 
as well as man possess, is in man seated between the midriff 
and the navel (ueraéd ppevdv dupadod te tdpdc0at); that in 
virtue of it plants have—not, indeed, the ‘sense’ which is 
an element of cognition, but only—feeling, pleasant or 
painful, with the accompanying appetites or impulses °. 

§ 18. The three souls or parts of soul were connected 
through the cerebro-spinal marrow on which they were 
all ‘strung’ together. The head was the separate abode 
of the immortal * soul; the mortal soul was planted apart 

1 Tim. 73 C-D (Archer-Hind). FGPG? isk, 

3 & Odéns pev Noywopod Te Kal vod péreote Td pydev, aicOnaews dé Hdeias 
kal adyewns peta entOvuidayv. In this sentence alaéjccews means not the 
sensory factor, or element, of knowledge, but what is generally known to 
modern psychologists as ‘ feeling’: the pleasurable or painful element in 
consciousness. It is in this sense that Plato here ascribes atoOnots to 
plants (gura). Aristotle denies it of plants in this as well as in the 
sense of perception, making it the attribute of (ga exclusively. As for 
the Greeks the term aio @nots had to express the sense of pleasure or pain 
as well as the factor of cognition, so with us till lately the word ‘ feeling’ 
did duty for both, and is commonly used in this ambiguous way in 
the works of English writers of the last century. Plato distinguishes 
cognitive aicOnais from ndovyp Kai AUN peperypevos épws, Tim. 42 A. In 
Philebus also (e. g. 32 D) ndovn and dun together = ‘feeling,’ cf. § 19 infra. 

‘ For what follows see Grote, P/ato, iii.272-5. In the Phaedrus 


246 B Ouuds and émOvpia seem reckoned in with the immortal soul, the 
body only being mortal. 
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from it in the trunk, with the neck as an isthmus of 
separation between the two. ‘Again, the mortal soul was 
itself not single but double: including two divisions, a better 
and a worse. The gods kept the two parts separate; 
placing the better portion in the thoracic cavity nearer 
to the head, and the worse portion lower down, in the 
abdominal cavity: the two being divided from each other 
by the diaphragm, built across the body as a wall of 
partition.’ ‘Above the diaphragm, and near to the neck, 
was planted the energetic, courageous, contentious, soul ; so 
placed as to receive orders easily from the head, and to 
aid the rational soul in keeping under constraint the 
mutinous soul of appetite, which was planted below the 
diaphragm. The immortal soul was fastened or anchored 
in the brain, the two mortal souls in the line of the spinal 
marrow continuous with the brain ; which line thus formed 
the thread of connexion between the three. The heart 
was established as an outer fortress for the exercise of 
influence by the immortal soul over the other two. It 
was at the same time made the initial point of the veins— 
the fountain from whence the current of blood proceeded 
to pass forcibly through the veins round to all parts of 
the body. The purpose of this arrangement is, that when 
the rational soul denounces some proceeding as wrong 
(either on the part of others without, or in the appetitive 
soul within), it may stimulate an ebullition of anger in the 
heart, and may transmit from thence its exhortations and 
threats through the many small blood-channels? to all the 
sensitive parts of the body; which may thus be rendered 
obedient everywhere to the orders of our better nature. 
. .. The third or lowest soul, of appetite and nutrition, 
was placed between the diaphragm and the navel. This 
region of the body was set apart like a manger for con- 
taining necessary food: and the appetitive soul was tied 
up to it like a wild beast; indispensable, indeed, for the 


1 For Plato, as for Aristotle, the blood-vessels take the place of nerves, 
conveying sensations through the body; cf. 77m. 65 C,67 B, 70 A seqq., 
77 &. 
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continuance of the race, yet a troublesome adjunct, and 
therefore placed afar off, in order that its bellowings might 
disturb as little as possible the deliberations of the rational 
soul in the cranium, for the good of the whole. The gods 
knew that this appetitive soul would never listen to reason, 
and that it must be kept under subjection altogether by 
the influence of phantoms and imagery. They provided 
an agency for this purpose in the liver, which they placed 
close upon the abode of the appetitive soul. They made 
the liver compact, smooth, and brilliant, like a mirror 
reflecting images ;—moreover, both sweet and bitter on 
occasions. The thoughts of the rational soul were thus 
brought within view of the appetitive soul, in the form of 
phantoms or images exhibited on the mirror of the liver’. 
When the rational soul is displeased, not only images 
corresponding to this feeling are impressed, but the bitter 
properties of the liver are all caiied forth. ... When the 
rational soul is satisfied, so as to send forth mild and 
complacent inspirations,—all this bitterness of the liver is 
tranquillized, and all its native sweetness called forth.... 
It is thus through the liver, and by means of these images, 
that the rational soul maintains its ascendancy over the 
appetitive soul ; either to terrify and subdue, or to comfort 
and encourage it.’ 

‘Moreover, the liver was made to serve another purpose. 
It was selected as the seat of the prophetic agency ; which 
the gods considered to be indispensable, as a refuge and aid 
for the irrational department of man. Though this portion 
of the soul had no concern with sense or reason, they 
would not shut it out altogether from some glimpse of 
truth. The revelations of prophecy were accordingly 
signified on the liver, for the instruction and within the 
easy view of the appetitive soul; and chiefly at periods 
when the functions of the rational soul are suspended— 
either during sleep, or diseases, or fits of temporary ecstasy. 


? Plato rejects vaticination from victims. Tim. 72 B arepnOév dé rod 
jv [sc. 7d fap] yéyove rupddv Kal rd pavteia dpvdpdrepa €xxe Tov Tt 
capes onpaivery, 
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For no man in his perfect senses comes under the influence 
of a genuine prophetic inspiration. Sense and intelligence 
are often required to interpret prophecies, and to determine 
what is meant by dreams, or signs, or prognostics of other 
kinds: but such revelations are received by men destitute 
of sense’. To receive them is the business of one class of 
men ; to interpret them, that of another. ... Such was the 
distribution of the one immortal and the two mortal souls, 
and such the purposes by which it was dictated. We cannot 
indeed (says Plato) proclaim this with full assurance, as 
truth, unless the gods would confirm our declarations. 
We must take the risk of affirming what appears to us 
probable*” In these three ‘parts of soul’ we have the 
foundation laid by Plato of the future analogous division 
of mental elements into those of cognition, feeling, and (will 
or) desire. 


§ 19. It may help us to understand Plato’s distribution Ae 
° oyaate ° . 5 as ele 
better if, distinguishing atc@no.s as we have done into two of cogni- 


elements, the element of feeling and the element of cogni- he se 
e kept 


tion, we refer the latter element of ato@nots uniformly to the separate 


intellectual soul which has its seat in the cranium*®. The eae 


distinction is strongly marked for Plato, though he has - bgt 
. . ing. 
not the proper terms for expressing it. Plants have no piste a 


share in the cognitive atcOyots. This, therefore, we must ere 
@ ? 


regard as coming under the part of soul 6 pav@dvet for want 


dv0pwros*, In the Laws® Plato implicitly confirms this cues 


classification in the words §vAAjBdnv be vovs pera rTéy terms for 


s a a each, this 
Kaddliotwy aicOnoewy (sc. ths sews Kal ths axons) Kpadels. distinction 


1 There is another species of divination, that depending on divinely 
inspired excitement or ‘enthusiasm,’ which also requires to be inter- 
preted by calm reason. Phaedr. 244 A seqq., 265 A seqq. 

2 Grote, Plato, iii. pp. 272-5; Plato, Zzmaeus 69-73; cf. also 
Phaedrus 246 A seqq.; Rep. iv. 438 Dseqq.; Laws xii. 961 D, E. 

5 Plato himself aims at the above distinction, so important for 
psychology, when in Zim. 69 D and 79 B, he divides ais@yous into 
ataOnots adoyos, or aicOnors ndeia kal ddyewwn pera éemtOvpidy, on the one 
hand, and, on the other, the atc@nots which is subservient to cognition. 
The former is part of the lower or vegetative soul, that which urd 
possess and which has no self-consciousness (777.77 B). Cf. Zeller, 
Plato 432 n., E. Tr. * Repub. 436 A. PrOOT Ds 


BEARE 4 
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isforgotten In Zimaeus 65 A, 71 A, we learn that épws, alo@nois dAoyos, 


by readers. Ssouf, Avan, Odppos, pdfos, Ovuds, emis are seated in the 


cognitive thoracic and abdominal parts of soul ; whence it is obvious 


eS to infer that the other aic@no1s—that conducive to cogni- 


ais§no1s ~— tion—-belongs to the cranial part. Sight and hearing are 
subservient Sp 1 A A ; ye 
‘ocogni- Ministers of reason’. Against this it might seem as 1 


oe) Plato attributes cognitive power to the lower or abdominal 
probably 


was con- soul, when he says that images are presented on the 


ccived bY mirroring surface of the liver for the purpose of warning 


Delonge or encouragement. But on examination of the passage 
a (Tim. 71 B) we find that the effects conveyed to this organ 


pernat from the brain only impress the appetitive part with 
feelings or emotions, without necessarily implying that it 
has any cognitive function? 

Tasting § 20. It is at first somewhat surprising, after this, to 


ie een *Y find that Plato in explaining the physiology of tasting ® 


the heart. refers its sensations to the heart. ‘When earthy particles 


eee enter in by the small veins which are like test-tubes on the 


fe tongue extending from it to the heart*, these give rise 
eee to astringent tastes.’ Does the heart then, for Plato, as 


gpvipor. for Aristotle, take a direct share in the mechanism of 
sense? The sense of touching is for Aristotle that most 
obviously and directly traceable to the heart as its organ ; 
we cannot discover from Plato whether he connected it 
with this, as he contents himself with referring the con- 
sciousness of the sensations of touch to a movement 
propagated by the odpf onwards until it reaches the 


1 Tim. 47 B-C. 

? va... 1 ek TOU vou hepopevn Sivapts, olov ev karénrpe dexonevw rirous 
kai xaridety eidoda mapexorrt, Poot pev adrd (sc. Td émOuuntixdy); also 
just before (71 A) eiddres S€ aitd, as Adyou pev odre Evynoery Epedrey, et TE 
mn Kal peradapBavor tivds airav aig Ojncews, ovk Euutov ait@ 7d péAety TLvav 
€coro Adywv, id O€ eldohov ... ruxaywynoolro: from which we can see 
that the appetitive soul is only susceptible to non-rational effects in the 
way of feeling or emotion. 

* Perhaps the fact that this sense belongs rather to /ee/ing than to 
cognition, may serve to explain the reference of it to a non-cognitive 
part of soul; but why then was it not directed towards the liver? 

* mepi ra Pr€Bta oldvmep Soxipeia THs yA@Trys TeTapéva emt THY Kapdiay, 


Tim. 65 C. 
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‘centre of consciousness?’ He does not speak of odours Smelling 


i ie ; ; affects all 
as affecting the brain; when they are disagreeable, inj. padiol 


certain cases, they irritate all the cavity of the body lying the cavity 
between the head and the navel®. Sound is, as we know, hele! 


a stroke caused by the air, transmitted through the ears, ee et 
e navel. 


affecting the brain and blood, and propagated ‘to the soul’; Hearing 
and the motion produced by it, beginning in the head and abe a 
ending in the liver, is kearing*. He uses only vague terms ginning 
to designate the sensoria concerned in dreaming. Pungent eee ca 
tastes are caused by substances which affect the tongue ending 
and fly up towards the ‘senses of the head‘. From all ahi 
this we can see how difficult it is to gather what Plato Did Pato 
regarded as the common seat or organ of the aic@yjoeis as any one 
elements of cognition, or, indeed, whether he held that there oak a 
was any one such seat. The brain at one time (in accord- to the _ 
ance with the view that the function of synthesis is ¢ommon? 
intellectual) seems to be the organ to which the senses 

should refer their messages ; while, soon after, the heart or 

the liver is found in possession of similar prerogatives. 

§ 21. Plato suffers from the consequences of what Galen Perplexi- 
ascribes to his merit—the adoption of three dpxal*®. To noe ane 
this initial want of centralization are traceable the per- tripartite 
plexities into which he leads us, and which he must himself ee so 
have felt, respecting the various sensory functions, and the 
bodily parts concerned in each. This initial subdivision 
of the soul into ‘parts,’ located in three different portions 
of the body, makes it impossible for him to give a con- 
sistent or systematic account of the psychical facts. We 
cannot, therefore, elicit from his writings any evidence as to 
views of his own respecting a ko.vdv alc Ontipiov. On several 
occasions, especially in the similes of the waxen block and 
the dovecote, he comes very near the thought of it; but 
he always employs images and metaphors from which we 

1 64 B péxpurep dv ent ro ppdvipoy €Odvra. 

2 Tim. 66 D-67 A. 3 Tim. 67 B. 

4 65 E ind Koupdrytos dva mpos ras THs Kepadfs alcOnoets. 

5 Cf. Galen. de Placit. Hipp. et Plat. §§ 505 and 519, dre pev ovv ed- 

Adyws 6 WAdrov €idn re Kal pépy Wuxns dvoudter radra, paxporépwy ov Séopat 
Adyar, 
T 2 


I. Sensus 
communis 
in presen- 
tative con- 
SCLOUSNESS. 
Each sense 
is within 
its own 
province 

a faculty of 
comparing 
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cannot extract a clear or simple meaning. With regard, 
however, to the synthetic faculty which arranges the data 
of sense in memory, &c., we find that he has treated most 
of its functions in a way which closely anticipates much of 
what Aristotle afterwards taught. Not, however, attributing 
it, as Aristotle did, to sense, he ascribes to it functions 
which far transcend those ascribed to it by Aristotle. He 
lays what may have been the foundation of Aristotle’s theory 
of it as the faculty which distinguishes and compares the 
data of sense, and of the theory of imagination, memory, 
and reminiscence. Indeed, the terms in which he expressed 
himself respecting these, and the similes he employed for 
the purpose of elucidating them, have remained part of, and 
have deeply influenced the language of, psychology, to the 
present day. In fullness of detail on such points Aristotle 
surpasses him; but all the main or cardinal psychological 
ideas respecting the functions of synthesis are already, at 
least in outline, to be found in Plato. The difference 
between him and Aristotle on this point was mainly 
a difference of method. He chose to classify all functions 
of synthesis as parts of the activity of the understanding. 
This, indeed, as an epistemologist or metaphysician, he 
was wise in doing; but for the purposes of empirical 
psychology Aristotle’s attribution of synthesis to the faculty 
of sense is unquestionably sound. 


Aristotle. 

§ 22. According to Aristotle each sense, regarded as 
subservient to cognition, is, as regards its proper aicOyrov, 
a ddvauis otppuros kpitixn}, with the faculty of dis- 
tinguishing and comparing all d:adopal belonging to that 
aic@nrdév. Thus 6ys discerns black and white and all the 
colours between these. Such a measure of synthetic power 
Aristotle grants to each individual sense?. It must be 


* 99° 35, 428% 4, 432° 16. 

* Each aicOnois is a Sivayis, and a divas is the possibility of 
contraries. The aic@nots occupies a middle position between the 
contrary properties in each sensory province, and hence is able to 
discern—ro yap pécoy Kpitixdy, 424% 6, 
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admitted that there is a confusion, or ambiguity}, in and dis- 
Aristotle’s statements respecting the individual senses ers 
and the sexsus communis, which sometimes amounts to or Thus each 


5 Pet) : A 7 sense at 
involves contradiction. We find him occasionally referring timesseems 


to aic@nou as if each sense were per se an analogue of to have for 
the sensus communis, with all its power of comparison and some of the 
distinction, only in a narrower province. Again, from Powers of 
a changed point of view—as when he is urging the case communis. 
against simultaneous perception of two objects by one eee 
sense *—the sensory function of each particular aicOyots from this 


: in his 
becomes narrowed to such slender proportions that we exposition. 


cannot conceive how it is, even within its own province, eee 
a dvvauis Kpirixy, according to its definition. Something and dis- 
must be allowed for looseness in the use of the term {2suishing 


atoOno.s, by which at times the writer tacitly includes, ¢#ferent 
4 Aes Special 
at other times excludes, reference to the xow? aloOnots. senses, the 


When, however, (a) the data of different senses are to eee of 
a 


be presented together to the mind and compared or dis- faculty 
- ‘ . . - a . is con- 
tinguished, this cannot be done by any single special enicnon dy 
sense, and we must have recourse to the assumption of necessary. 


i i . ; So, too, (6 
a xown aloOnors. Again, (4) when we perceive either bs per (?) 


the xowda or the incidental objects of perception (rd xara celine - 
; ST tee Kowa an 
ovpBeBnkds), we exceed the powers of any individual sense. 7a xara 


; r ‘ ‘ ‘ qa oupBe- 
The xowd, which are at times said to be perceptible by pease 


each and every sense together with its proper alc@nrov, are (c) finally 
really proper objects of no single sense, but are objects of pees 
n Kow? aloOnors ; and so, too, are the incidental perceptions, perceive, 
such as we have when, e.g. seeing a white object, we say, or pee one 
think, that we see ‘the son of Diares.’ Thirdly, (c) when so ee 
the question is asked how we perceive that we perceive— 

how we are conscious of perceiving, the answer (for Aristotle) 

is: through the agency of the sexsus communis. 

§ 23. The distinguishing and comparing faculty of sense. A, The 
By what, asks Aristotle *, do we perceive (aic@avdyeOa) that “rrr 
white differs from sweet? By sense-perception (alc@rjcer) as the dis- 
of course, for these objects are both alo@nré. But it imgusnrs 
cannot be the work of any single sense, even of the most paring 


1 Cf. infra., pp. 283, 325-8, - : fe de Sens, vii. 447° 9-21. 
426° 12-427" 16, 
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faculty | comprehensive of all—that of touching. It cannot at all 


aor events be done by the instrumentality of odpé. For odpé, 


sense of to perceive sweet, has to come into contact with the object; 
foe though sight does not need to do so in order to perceive 


so san? white. If, therefore, the organ which perceives both be 
mental, 


cannot. that on which touching depends, this organ cannot be odpé?. 


discharge As 
this fume. Nor can the comparison be effected by the two senses, 


tion, which touching and seeing, acting together*. It is impossible for 
See separate entities (kexwpicpevors) to pronounce that white is 


tactual different from sweet. Both objects must be present to the 
percep- 


tions. Nor judgment of one self-identical agency, not each to a different 


can touch asency from the other, as if for instance 7 were to perceive 
in concert “> 


with any the one and you the other?; for such would really be the 
oy ae case if two senses took part in the comparative judgment. 


ane act That which pronounces white and sweet to be different 
ot com- 


parison aio @nrd must be not two agents, but one and the same. And 


re based not only must it be one and the same agent, but its agency 


things at the moment of comparison must likewise be one. It 


ea must act at one and the same instant of time with reference 


beforea to both the things compared. The two must be perceived 
ine co-instantaneously in one single instant *. When the com- 


er # paring faculty pronounces one of the things compared to 
é€ Same 


time. be different from the other, then, too, it pronounces the 
other to be different from the one. The very relation of 
difference into which the objects are brought thus involves 
identity in the judging subject. Hence (a) this is self- 
identical, and (4) its judgment respecting the one thing 
takes place at the same instant °® as its judgment respecting 
the other. In short it is but one comparative judgment. 


1 In 455° 20-25 we see how closely allied, for Aristotle, are the cowvy 
aig@nors and the sense of touching—ro dmrixdv. It occurs to him here 
(426 15), therefore, that the sense of touching may to some seem to be 
the one which discerns sweet and white, for tasting which perceives 
sweet is a mode of touching. But—while he does not utterly discard 
this assumption, and indeed the organ of touch proper and that of the 
Sensus communis are, at bottom, one—he is careful to show that the 
flesh—the medium of touching, cannot be the organ of such comparing 
and distinguishing sense. 

2 426 17. 3 426) 19, 426° 23. 

5 426° 29 cv dxwpiate xpdve. 
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When I judge white to be different from sweet, at that 
same time I judge sweet to be different from white; and 
I who judge am the same in both relations. 


§ 24. There is need of explanation, however, if we are to How one 
and the 
understand how one and the same sensory faculty can thus same 


act at one and the same time with reference to objects like faculty can 
apply itself 


white and sweet, which as perceived affect sense differently. co-instan- 


The same subject cannot, so far as it is undivided (dd:a(perov), eee Tae 


and so far as it acts in an undivided time (éy ddraipér@ objects in 
; : 6 the act of 
xpdvm), be affected at once with opposite movements compari- 


(xwwjoes). In whatever way sweet moves the sense, bitter peered 
a Gem 5 - ee Istinc- 
moves it in the opposite way ; and white moves it in a way tion. In 


different from either. Yet if, as experience teaches us, such he pee 


comparison is a fact, the above simultaneous action must be faculty is 
; : : single: in 
possible somehow. Perhaps the solution is that the faculty (7854 


which pronounces (76 xptvov) on the difference of such quali- is divisible 
ps Hetherh Sup orate ; and not 
ties (whether homogeneous or not) is 2 z¢se/f when it so acts, single. 


numerically one, undivided and indivisible!; yet, 7x cts rela- cae ues 


tions *, not self-identical, but divided (xexwpiopeévor) *. If this answer. 
be so, one and the same percipient subject would, in virtue 
of its partibility of relationship, apprehend the several 
objects, while in virtue of its local and numerical identity 
it would grasp them together, and bring them into one rela- 
tion with one another ¢. 

§ 25. Yet is this explanation really admissible? The This 


m : answer not 
same numerically and locally (ré7w kal dp.6uo) one thing may wholl 
My yi : plo pe Wy y 


1 apOpe adiaiperoy Kal dxoproror. 

2 @ eva = in its relations ¢o the objects perceived. Cf. 449% 10-20 
where (#20) ro Ady =in relation fo the faculty of conception. 

’ The difficulty with which Aristotle here contends is put sharply in 
de Sens. vii. 447” 17 seqq. It is there shown that so far as a sense is 
a single faculty (dvvayss) and the time of its action indivisible, so far its 
€vépyeca is and must be single. There is but one ‘movement’—once for 
all—possible, in a single time-instant, for such a faculty. That such 
a faculty should perceive white and sweet, or any other two objects 
co-instantaneously, in order to compare or distinguish them could not 
be admitted. In the same chapter it is afterwards shown that there is 
a way of regarding sense in which it is zo¢ sucha simple, single, faculty 
as this, but endowed with the breadth and comprehensiveness of the 
Sensus communts, $7427 2-3. 
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satisfactory in its potential relationships be (or exhibit) contraries, but not 


without 
further ex- 
planation : 
for though 
the agent 
of com- 
parison 
and discri- 
mination 
may be 
botentially 
several 

as regards 
different 
objects, yet 
how can it 
be actually 
so? Ilus- 
tration 
from the 
way in 
which the 
oTlyLN OF 
70 vov is 
actually 
both one 
and ¢wo. 


in its realized relationships, while remaining one and the 
same. As, for instance, the same surface cannot at once 
be white and black, so (it might be argued) the same one 
sensory faculty cannot at once receive the forms? of whzte 
and black. This difficulty is real, Aristotle admits; yet 
it may, he thinks, be met. In a passage of the Physics’, 
arguing that 6 xpdvos is dpiOuds Kivjoews Kata TO mpdTepovy Kal 
vorepov, the geometrical point, 7 orvyyy, and the unit of 
Time, 76 vév, are compared. Each has two aspects, in one 
of which it is a wépas or limit. In this aspect the orryyy is 
not a pdptov prykovs, and the voy is not a xpdvos. As in the 
space-line, so in the time-line, the ‘now,’ which some call 
a point, is at once the beginning and the end, according to 
the aspect in which we view it. It is the end of the past, 
the beginning of the future. Thus it would fittingly illus- 
trate the position of the percipient subject in relation to 
different things and focussing them all at the same time. 
As the vty can be at once both beginning and termination, 
while numerically one and the same, so this subject, while 
preserving its self-identity, may be related at once to different, 
and even opposite, objects, such as black and white, or sweet 


and white?. The xow? aicOnous, like each special atc@nots, is 

1 rd eidy: the distinctive function of sense is the reception of forms 
without matter. 

~ 220% 5-26 auvexns re 5 6 xpdvos TH viv, kal Sujpnrar Kata TO viv ... 
akodovoe? d€ kal rotré mas TH oTLyyy’ Kal yap 7 OTLypy Kal CuveyxeL TO pHKOS 
kat dpiCer’ ore yap Tov pev apxy Tov dé reXeuTH. "ANN bray pev ovtw AapBavy 
tis ws dual Xp@pevos TH pia, avaykn iorac Oat, el Exrat dpxn kal TehevTH 7H adTH 
ortypn. By making ottyyn=r7d viv here (427% 10, cf. 426° 28), with 
Brentano, we not only explain the phraseology, but we get a more 
appropriate simile. The point in the time-line at which the relation- 
ship between the different objects is realized is just that which could 
best illustrate Aristotle’s attempt at explanation. A difference of time 
beiween the perception of one object and that of the other would be fatal 
to his explanation of comparison: and this difference is just what 
he smooths over by his ingenious simile. Time is the ‘form of 
internal sense.’ Aristotle here approaches closely to Kant’s thought 
of a synthetic unity of apperception, though not yet a ¢ranscendental 
unity, and only operating in the sphere of sense. Only such appercep- 
tion could synthesize the fleeting manifold of perception, 
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a mean, i.e. it is one, though it realizes itself in many relation- 
ships. As the point, in space or time, can be regarded as at 
once 4erminus and initium,being conceived as a mean between 
both, so this cow? atc@nous (which is what is here meant by 
70 kpivov) while per se one, is in its relationships divided 
between the diverse objects. So far as it is ¢wo it applies 
itself to them severally: so far as it is also ome it brings 
them into the conjunction required for comparison. 

As Plato in the Theaetetus found the solution of such 
a difficulty in a faculty of thought transcending temporal 
and spatial limitations, so Aristotle finds the solution of 
it (as far as the comparison of sezszble data goes) in the 
assumption of a sensus communis, which is freed from 
the trammels that hamper the operations of each single 
special sense. Each aloOnois—ré alcOnrixdy rod idtov—is a 
mean between the évayria of its province: and 70 aicOyriKov 
mavtwy + is likewise a mean between the alc@nra of al/ the 
alcOnoets 2, 


1 Cf. 449% 17. 

? A further explanation of the xow? aicOnois is attempted in de 
Anima 431* 20 seqq. in which Aristotle endeavours, by the aid of the 
idea of a proportion between pairs of numbers or quantities, to illustrate 
the relation between the central sense and its objects, whether homo- 
geneous or heterogeneous, e.g. white and black, or white and sweet. 
The difficulties of this passage, however, are so great that they have 
baffled commentators from the earliest times to the present. See 
Torstrik’s edition of the de Anima, pp. 199-202; Trendelenburg 
(Belger), pp. 426-32, with the passages from Simplicius and Philoponus 
there quoted; Kampe, Zrkenntnisstheorie des Arist., pp. 108-9n. Also 
see the judicious notes of E. Wallace, ad loc. Until the disputed points 
of reading and interpretation are settled for this passage, we cannot 
venture to rely upon it for trustworthy guidance, as to Aristotle’s con- 
ception of the sensus communis. The insertion, however, of a second 
reference to this matter, in connexion with the|psychology of reason 
and will, shows plainly enough that Aristotle intended to use to the full 
his conception of €y re dpiOue, ra 8 elvar Erepoy, which he applies (as 
we have seen) to explain (a) the individual aio6nrnp.oy in relation to its 
function gua aigOnrixdy, 424% 253 (4) the Ko aio@nots or Td émixpivoy 
(or kpivov) here in its relationship to the special aio@joes; and (c) in 
4318 12-10 the dcavonrexy Wyn (regarded in reference to mpaéis) in 
relation to the @aytdopara which are to it olov aic@jpara. The plan 
which we have followed precludes our entering any further into this 
Jast part of the subject. 


B. The 
Sensus 
communis 
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In the concluding chapter of the tract de Sensu, we find 
what was perhaps chronologically Aristotle’s first essay 
on the subject of simultaneous perception of different 
sensibles. The whole object of the dopa, with which that 
chapter commences, is to lead up to the establishment 
of two propositions (a) that co-instantaneous perception of 
different aic@nTd, with a single special sense, is strictly 
impossible ; and (4) that, since such perception is a fact, 
it must be accounted for by the agency of the one 
central sense there (449% 17) referred to as 10 aloOntikdv 
TAVT@V. 

§ 26. The oljects of the sexsus communis are, chiefly, 
those called by Aristotle (1) the common’ sensibles, and 
(2) the zxcidental sensibles (ra xowd kal ta Kard ovpBeBnKos). 
The xowd variously enumerated in different passages by 
Aristotle consist (most fully stated) of ktvnows kai mpeuta, 
GpiOds, péyeOos, oxfua, Td tpaxv kal Td Aelov, rd df¥ Kal Td 
dpBrv (7d év dyxois). These are said? to be perceptions 
‘common to all the special senses, or if not to all, at least 
to sight and touch.’ Wherefore (6.6) with reference to 
these percepts errors take place (amarévra), while with 
reference to the special or proper (zept rév idiwy) objects 
of each sense, such as colour, no such error occurs, or at 
least it occurs only in the lowest possible degree *. Two 
points are remarkable in Aristotle’s statement respecting 
these xowd. First, that though they are called kowda tacdy, 
this is corrected and their perception restricted to sight and 
touch ; secondly, that after declaring the above alcOnra to be 
common, he goes on ‘wherefore (8.6) errors are possible, &c.’ 
Why, one may ask, does the fact of these being common 
to several senses, render error more likely or more frequent 
regarding them than as regards the aic@nrd of some special 
aisOnois? Do the different senses which perceive any given 
kowwdv contradict, instead of corroborating, one another’s testi- 

+ But see Neuhduser, of. cit., pp. 30 seqq. 

? 418% 6-25, 425% 15,and 442” 5 where, however, xivnots and dpiduds 
are not named. 

° 428” 18 4 alcOnors ray pev Wiwv dArnOns eorw i ort dXiytorov €xovca 
TO Wev0os. 
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mony? Ifso, why? There is an incongruity in Aristotle’s virtue of 
position as to the relation between ‘special’ and ‘general’ jem Pe 
sense }, Kivnais. 
r ; There 
We have here classified the xowa as objects of the sensws could not 


communis. They are all perceived in virtue of one of on 
them, viz. xiynois*. But xlvnovs is itself perceived by the sense for 
sensus communis; so is ypdvos*, and so too is péyedos. aoe =F 
Though they are classed with the aicOnra dv cad aira paper 74 Kova, 
aicOaveo@at, and distinguished from the incidental alc6nra*, cae 
we find no special aic@nripiov dedicated to them; thus, so far *”7%) 
as we perceive them by each atc@no1s, we really do so only Beas 
Kata ovpBeBnkds®, If then they are to be really perceived pee: 
Kal’ avrd, they must be objects to some aio@nats, and this, movement 
being no special sense, must be the xow? aicOnors. There ee 


could not, with profit to our experience, be any one special tude, 
sense for the perception of these, e.g. of klynovws and mpeula. eet oe 
Were there such special sense, then when we saw an object Bede 
moving or at rest, its movement or rest would, for us, be, necessity. 
in relation to the proper object of seeing, as sweetness is 
now to colour; i.e. a merely incidental percept. We see 
an object of a certain colour to be sweet. This only means 
that an uniform experience has taught us to connect its 
colour with this particular taste. We are accustomed to 
find the taste and the colour together in the object. There 
is no necessary connexion between them, however, as there 
is between a body and its movement or rest. Were there 
a special sense for the perception of movement or rest, 
the latter, as {d.ov of such sense, might and no doubt would 
connect itself customarily, but never necessarily with the 
i8ia of other senses. We should by the assumed special 
sense perceive movement fer se, not, as now, always in a 
moving body. Thus a gulf would be created in experience 
between movement and rest and bodies; and the same 

1 See pp. 277, 286 n., 325-8. 

2 425% 16 raira yap mdvra Kunjoet aloOavdpeba Kh. 

3 450% 9 péyeOos dvaykaioy yvopitew Kal Kivnow @ Kal xpdvov: 451% 17 
Ort Tod mpdrov alaOnrixod kai @ xpdvov aigGardpeba: 452° 7 seqq, 

* 418 8. 

5 425° 14 ray Kowav... dy éxdory alaOjoe aicPavopeba kata TvpB_By- 
k6s, olov Kwhoews KTE. 
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gulf would be created between bodies and the other xowa, 
all of which are modifications of this one—movement or rest, 
Thus judgments of movement (mechanical science), magni- 
tude, number, &c., would lose objective necessity. True 
the gulf might be bridged over by the formation of inci- 
dental customary connexions between movement, or rest, 
and bodies; but the necessity that a body should be either 
moving or at rest, would exist no longer. As things now 
stand, no such gulf separates bodies from the qualities 
called xowd. This is so because the xowd are xowd, and 
not ta of any special sense. We cannot perceive move- 
ment and rest except in necessary connexion with the 
perception of the qualities of body generally, i,e. by the 
common sense; nor can we otherwise perceive the figure 
magnitude, number of bodies, than by this sense—the ko. 
aic@nots'. Thanks to the fact that the cowd are not proper 
to any one sense, but are perceptible only by the senzsus 
communis, they necessarily, not merely customarily or con- 
tingently, accompany the various objects of perception? 
Thanks to this we perceive no object in space without 
necessarily ascribing to it number, magnitude, motion, or 
rest, and so on. The xowd are indirectly perceived by 
the special senses; but directly and properly by the kow? 


1 425% 27 ray de xowady dn Exouev aicOnow Kowny, od kata cupBeBnkés, 
where the seeming inconsistency with 425° 15 is easily removed, by 
observing that the xowd, which to each special aicOnots are (#15) xara 
ovpBeBnkds, are not so but are strictly proper to 7 koi) aigOnors. 

® 428? 22-5 ray Kowdy Kal émopever Trois cupPeBnxdow ols Undpxee Ta idia, 
Aeyo dé ofoy kivnows Kat péyeos, A cupBEByke Tois aicOnrois, i. e. the Kowd 
accompany the contingent objects to which the special qualities belong 
as qualities, as e.g. movement and magnitude accompany all con- 
tingent objects of perception. The words 4 ... aicOnrois may be 
a gloss upon rois ovpPeBynxdow ois tmdpxe ra tdca, which, however, 
they explain quite correctly if trois aicOyrois is taken in its natural 
meaning. Td cupPeBnxdra are here = 1a xara cupPeBykéds, i.e. objects 
incidentally perceived in virtue of ra aic@yrd, the colours, &c., which 
are the proper objects of sense. All the concrete things perceived by 
us in space are (to the special senses) cvpBeSnxdra in this way ; they are 
subjects of movement and rest, magnitude, number, &c., so far as they 
are objects of 7 xowi aig Oyois, 
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aicOnois?. And this (not their being perceptible by all the 
aic@joes in common, which, indeed, according to Aristotle 
himself is not true) is their real title to the name xouvd. 

§ 27. As already stated, all the xowd are said by In virtue 


$ 5 5 5 , : f 
Aristotle to be perceptible xiw7re., i.e. in virtue of this one parcetien 


of them, xivynois?. By this we perceive péyedos, and there- of «nos 


fore oxfja, which is a particular mode of péyeOos; by this ren 


rceive also its ite hpeul i +. the other 
we perc ts opposite npeuia, and by it we perceive a oe 


apt60s, which is the negation of continuity in kivnovs °. the xowd 


Aristotle, in his argument that there cannot be any one fee 


special organ for the xoww? alo@nows, is interested in the special 


A ° ° . : 5 ae se but 
difference in point of universality and objectivity between ee 


the coud as they now are and as they would be if made the ee 
. ¥ > %s 
object of an td:ov alcOnrjpiov. Now, for example, we cannot we can 


: : . ss : , 4 perceive 
perceive anything without perceiving it to have péyeOds 7 *. Pe object 


As things stand, moreover, every alc@nrév has number: every without 


visible alcOnrév, at least, has magnitude. If we had an fon Force hae 


aic@ntnpiov of number or magnitude, what Aristotle thinks #éveGesand 


: a Byds. 
is that then number would only have the incidental and But the 


occasional connexion with alc6nrd which sweetness now has aa 


with whiteness ; and this would exemplify the consequent cvpSeByxds 


° es “ : also are 
disorganization of all experience, and the necessity for proper to 
objective experience of maintaining the xowd as Kowa. the sensus 


: : communis, 
If, however, the xowd are perceived directly by the xouv?) incidental 


aic@no.s, but Kara ovpB_Bnkds by each special aicOnors, this pal the 
manifestly renders them analogous to the class of aic@nrd seuses. 


1 So it is called 455% 15 1 xown Svvapuis dxodovbodea racats. 

2 mavra Kuwyoe aicdavdueba. I cannot see what reason there is 
for adopting the reading xowy in this passage (425® 16) for kivnoet, 
though Torstrik thinks he follows Simplicius in adopting it. 

% Baumker (of. ciz., p. 64n.) explains kivnoits here as perhaps more 
particularly denoting ‘die subjective Veranderung des Sinnes,’ found- 
ing this view upon the words of Themistius, ad loc., sc. ovdev yap 
Tay KaTa TvpBEBnKds aidOnrav Kiet TO aicOnrnpiov kTA. In these words, 
however, Themistius was not referring to the xewnoe of 425 16, but of 
4189 23 did Kal ovdév maayxet 7) ToLodTov wd Tod alaOnrovd (sc. Tod Kara 
oupBeBnxos). 

4 449% 2076 aig Onrov ray eort peyeOos: where, however, he is especially 
thinking of perception by sight, since he goes on—é€ort yap d0ev pev 
ovK dy oOein, Krd. 
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called ra xatd ovpBeBnxds by Aristotle himself?. What 
is the afo@no.s to which these latter are directly objective, 
as the xowd are to the cow? aloOnois ? or is there any? If 
it is by an act of zuference that the so-called incidental 
perceptions are really to be explained—an inference based 
on association of ideas—what prevents this explanation from 
being also applied to ra xowa? Why does Aristotle not 
ascribe the incidental aic6nra to the operation of the kown 
atoOno.s? The reason apparently lay in his feeling that 
this would carry him too far; such ‘incidental’ perception 
being really a matter of inference, and habitually (whether 
correct or incorrect) extending itself far beyond the pro- 
vince of comparatively simple sensation illustrated by the 
case of ‘seeing the son of Diares.’ There is here accord- 
ingly a difficulty which Aristotle apparently hid from 
himself. He admits—and the admission is fatal to his 
distinction—that error is common to our perceptions both 
of ra xowd and of ra xara ovpBeBnkds. If we have a sensus 
communis which directly perceives ra xowvd as dis perceives 
colour, there is no reason given by Aristotle to explain why 
we should err more easily in reference to one of the former 
than in regard to the latter. Our perception of magnitude 
or distance should be as trustworthy as that of colour. 
If, however, he were once to concede that magnitude and 
the rest of the xowd are matter of zzference, the whole basis 
of his theory of xowwy aieOnors would require reconstruction?. 
Nor must it be overlooked, that for Aristotle it is the xowy 
aic@no.s which really comprehends the correlated elements 
of the perceptions kara ovpBeBnxds. Such perception in- 
volves association of ideas, representation, and memory. 
If I see a white object and perceive ‘the son of Diares’ 
(whether I am correct in so stating my perception or 
not) it is the Kow? atc@nois that enables me, according to 
Aristotle’s theory, to go beyond the datum of seeing to the 


1 4188 20, 

* To make his theory consistent, the faculty of synthesis should be 
(contrary to his teaching in several places, e.g. 447” 10 seqq.) attri- 
buted to the most elementary operations of sense-perception. 
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mass of other sensible data already experienced by me and 
remembered under the name ‘son of Diares.’ Without this 
combining faculty no one sense could perceive the data 
of another. It is this that first gives objective reference 
to ra iéva. All perception, in fact—however imperfectly this 
is expressed by Aristotle—so far as it includes relations 
between the data of the same sense or of different senses, 
or between 76 tdvov and 16 xara oupB_eBnxds—is rendered 
possible for Aristotle by this central sense. It is by 
this that each sense perceives not only its object but 
the contrary of that object, as e.g. dws perceives the visible 
and the invisible?. 

§ 28. The object (atcOyrév) of each special sense, except As the 
perhaps touch, constitutes a single genus; the sensus com- acca 
munis has all genera of aic@nrd, not any one in particular, for ‘irected on 
its objects. That it can perceive all is due to the fact that Se 
from the first it is directed not to objects in space, as the the *07 


is directed 


special senses are, but rather to the aio@para, or impressions to the 
: : alcOnyara 
made through these senses, which abide and make re-pre- given by 


sentation possible even after the aic@nra which stimulated the ae 
, senses. The 


them have departed®. These aicOjpara are to 7} xKown aioOhpara 
alcOno.s what the gdavracpara are to 7 diavontixy Wyn %, SI¥e Tse to 
4 gpavTa- 
They are what results from the process described as the cuara. 
apprehension by each aicOyovs of the eldos, without the es 
tAn, of its object. These, being without dA, can present ries their 
themselves to the xown alcOnois simultaneously, even ae 
though their perception was successive. In their detach- aphasia 
ment from their aicdnrd, they may give rise to gavtdopara of illusion, 
which become sources of illusion. Even at their first Dot merely 


occurrence, while the object is present, they may be produced 
sources of illusion, and require to be brought to order by a aK a 
standard. Thus we, despite our better knowledge, continue 
to see the sun a foot in breadth. The controlling faculty of 
sense (76 kvptov cal émxpivoy) *, however, which is that which 
estimates the objective reference of aic@jara, may correct 
such illusion. The organ of this is the xvpiov aic@nrijpiov. 

1 The dparov and the déparoy: see 422% 20, 425° 21, 426" Io. 

? 450% 31, 460? 2. * 431° 14, 432° 9. 

* 455% 21, 461> 24 seqq. 
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C. Sensus  § 29. ‘ Since we perceive (alc Oavéueba) that we see (or hear), 


nea it must be either by the sense of seeing that we do so, or 
ofcon- else by some other sense?. On the latter assumption, this 
SCLOUSNESS. 


It must be “ Other sense” would perceive two things—both the fact of 


es sense the seeing, and the object of this (the colour seen). Hence, 
at we 


perceive on this assumption, there will be two senses concerned? 
eee with the one object. If, deterred by this, we do not make 
ceiving; the assumption of the “ other sense,” it remains that the sense 


ee bits of seeing should perceive itself, and no such duplication 


same sense would arise. But a further objection can be made against 
by which é ; x a : 
the object that assumption; for ifthe “other sense” were really different 


eae from the first, a third would be needed for consciousness of 
For the second, and so on ad infinitum. To escape this we 
example, 


it is by Must at some point assume a sense which perceives itself in 


sight that action; and, therefore, we had better do so in the case of 
we perceive 


ourselves the first perception. Let us, then, refer our consciousness 


to see. We of seeing to the sense of sight itself. Here, however, a fresh 
see that we 


see. The difficulty arises. If to perceive by the faculty of seeing 
possiP, is what is meant by “to see,” and if the object of seeing is 


is See colour, or a coloured thing ; then to “ perceive by sight ®” the 
that the 


faculty of seeing agent would imply‘ that this agent is something 


Rees possessing colour. To this the answer is twofold. First, 


each sense) the expression “to perceive by sight” has more than one 
impliestwo |; Anat : or aoene 
gute (2) simple meaning®. That it has more is plain, if only from 


Rereney the fact that, even when we are not seeing anything in 
a He particular, we discern by sight between light and darkness, 


i.e. the and such discernment is not, as an act, identical in its 
apprehen- 


sion of its nature with the seeing of a particular colour at a particular 
form («805) time, Secondly, there is a point of view whence we can 


1 425> 11-25: by using aicOavdpeba Aristotle excludes the assumption 
that it is by z7¢elligence that we become conscious of perceptions. 

* Viz. the original éyis or dpacts and the dis dpeas. 

* ei tus dyerar 7d dpav: ‘to become conscious of seeing’ means (so 
far as the argument has proceeded) that ‘one who sees should see the 
seeing agent.’ 

* The point is argued as if ‘to perceive ‘hat one perceives’ were the 
same thing as ‘ to perceive the perceiving subject.’ 

> It has one meaning as expressing the act of special sense ; another 
—and this is the point to which Aristotle is leading up—in reference to 
the act of the xowwn aicOnors. 
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even accept the assertion that “the fact of seeing is some- sdaridek its 
thing coloured.” For we have defined an organ of sense as ae ‘ the 


that which is capable of receiving the form of its aicOnrdév pe 
1S 
without the matter ; and colour, as perceived, is such form. form—the 


To this capacity it is owing that even when the objects aionna— 
by faculty 


(alcOnrd) of sense have departed, the aicOjoes (or alcOjpara, ot 7d 


ioOnriné 
or davtacta, 428° 11) which they excited remain still in our ee. 


sensory organs’.’ In another passage? Aristotle says: ‘ We to which it 
ins as 
possess a faculty or power accompanying all the individual Pe 


senses, in virtue of which power one sees ¢haz he sees, or ea: of 
hears that he hears, or in general perceives hat he perceives. itilon. 


In this 
It is in virtue of this common power that one does so; for Vo ation 


assuredly it is not by the special sense of seeing that one sees between 


that he sees.’ Thus the direct objects of this sexsus com- pid salar 


munis are not the aic@nra, strictly speaking, but the alcd7- pecs 
1ts 
para or impressions of the special senses. The importance sesidual 


of this faculty of consciousness is stated in the Vicomachean on of 
Ethics*. ‘He who sees perceives that he sees; he who aisénya in 
hears perceives ¢hat he hears ; he who walks perceives that (".' in the 
he walks. So, also, concerned in our other activities, there retentive 
° é 5 : ° power of 
is something in us which perceives hat we perform them. yoy» 
We perceive that we perceive, think ¢kat we think, and eds 
so on. But for us our existence consists just in this very dawn of 
perceiving that we perceive and thinking shat we think.’ oe 
Thus, so far as perception is concerned, the faculty of ness. 
consciousness is the sexsus communis. Consciousness has 
its empirical dawn in the emergence of this distinction 
between perceiving and perceiving that we perceive ; the 
distinction itself is impossible without some degree of 
psychical continuity—without a synthetic faculty which 
can bring together the present and the past. It implies 
elementary memory, which again implies that davracia, as 
sensory presentation, is not any longer a mere momentary 
appearance, but a faculty of storing up alc@jpara, to become 

1 Cf. 425% 24. With the above cf. Plato, Charmides 168 D-E, ovxody 
() axon) eirep airy abris dxovoerat, pari €xovons éavrns akovoera’ ov yap 
dv Dros dxovoecev'—xai  dyis yé mov, etrep SWerat aith éavTnv, xpopud Te 
avriy dvaykn exe’ aypwv yap dis ovdey pn more Wn. 

> 455° 15 seqq. $ 1170 29, with Prof. J. A. Stewart’s note. 
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gavrdcuara, and on occasion also pvnpuoveduara, subsidiary to 
the higher functions of intelligence and reason}. In spite 
of the importance assigned to consciousness in the VV. £., l.c., 
it remains in general for Aristotle a psychical mdpepyor, 
utterly without the importance assigned to it by modern 
psychologists. Science, perception, opinion, and discursive 
intelligence, are all concerned primarily with something 
other than themselves, viz. with their respective objects. 
The man of science does not as a rule think of himself 
as thinking; he thinks of his particular object; and of 
himself only indirectly, or when some interruption to the 
natural flow of his thought occurs *. 


II. Sensus § 30. The word gavracia’ often bears in Aristotle the mean- 
fades ing, in which Plato generally uses it, of the faculty of presenta- 


sentative ti9n, by which an object appears to the mind on the occasion 
CONMSCLOUS = 


ness. of perception. Thus we read of the ¢avracia of colour, i.e. 


Various the subjective impression of it upon the mind as seen‘. 
meanings 


of gav- Such appearance may or may not be illusory. Regarded 
tagta (1) ; A ih : : 
as primary 4S the source of illusion, ¢avtacia connects itself more with 


presenta- mental pathology than with psychology. Regarded on its 
ices day normal side, as the faculty by which things ‘ appear’ through 


ae es sense-perception, it can be divided into two grades, accord- 
eaning o 


¢éyrasya ing as it expresses first-hand or second-hand ‘appearance.’ 
pees In the one grade it is the faculty of presentation; in the 


racia) Ce other, the faculty of representation, or the reproductive 
to cach of iMagination. Corresponding distinctions hold as to the 


these. use of the concrete ¢davracpa. A pdvtacpua may be illusory, 
vTacia ° . ° 
” or it may be the normal foundation of memory or reasoning. 


7 450 26, 449» 31 seqq. The aicOjpara are themselves aic@nrd, 460? 3. 

? Cf. Met. 1074” 35 haiverar 8° det Gddov 7H emtothun Kal 4h atobnors Kai 
7 Oda kal 7 dudvora, avtis 8 év mapépyw. The psychological distinction 
between self and its energy in thought or action, while. important as 
revealing to us our existence, is, we may observe, as a matter of fact, one 
of which little use is normally made in practice; and then chiefly either 
for the purposes of psychology and cognate studies, or because some- 
thing abnormal occurs, which interrupts the current of objective thinking 
and forces the thinker in upon himself. 

* In accordance with the use of gaiverat, as in aiverar pév 6 rus 
modiatos, 428? 3, 


“ Cf. 439° 6 Sprora 7 Pavracia ris xpsas: 7918 17, 294% 7. 
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It means an individual impression made on the ‘faculty’ in pies 
G t 
called 9 gavracta, or 76 pavracrixdy. The abnormal or patho- Ae ee 
logical meanings of these words are well understood by ae ) 
Aristotle’, but are not to him the subject of much direct as source 
of illusions 


study. occupies a 


The characteristic meaning of ¢avracia, or 76 havtactixdy, subordi- 
in Aristotle’s psychology, is that of the faculty by which ae 
gavrdopara, mental presentations, are in the first instance longs 
formed, and in the second reproduced, in the absence of the ae 
alc@nra4 to which they are ultimately affiliated. Such repro- een ‘ 
duction is thus described. The impressions of sense, the aic67- tion of the 
pata, do not disappear or perish with the instant of their Viyy 
first perception. They leave traces (ovat) of themselves 2, or ¢av7a0%a 
persist, ‘within us.’ These traces are somehow stored up. ae 
This ‘storing up’ is effected by successive gpavtaciat, i.e. San 


‘appearances’ or presentations through immediate sense ; and in 
and when a store of aic@jpara has been formed, the ground pana 


is prepared for gavracia (or 7d gavractixdy) in the further are bee 
endere 


application of this term, i.e. as the faculty of reproducing eer 


images which were once before the mind, even when the Be ree 


objects which gave rise to them have disappeared from percep- or impres- 


tion. Thus it will be observed that an aio@nuaand a ¢dvtacpa rai 


are at bottom the same psychical phenomenon, which if re- are ‘ sted 
garded as grounded on the alc@nous is an aloOnua, but as a this Horny 


mere presentation or re-presentation to the ‘mind’s eye’ is Eee ey 
a ddvtacpa. Accordingly Aristotle defines the faculty of imagina- 
5 F ° . tion is 

imagination as one and the same fer se with that of central caainped 


sense, but differing from the latter in its relationships or con- is its 
° ° 5 , : +s tion. 
ception®, The gavrdoyara, like the aic@7jpara, are individual Bekan 


and concrete in their nature: they have not the universality of me 
aicénpa 


of concepts. Until thinking takes them over they are not to the 
connected in propositions. Intrinsically the faculty of per- penile 


Ta- 


ception (rd alcOnrixdv) is one with that of imagination (rd opara are 
: 2 : in thei 
gavractixdy), though they are conceived in different ways, vitnre. 


1 165> 25, 168> 19, 1114% 32, 460 19, and 846% 37 (where gavragia individual, 
= ‘apparition’). 

2 gg» 34-7, 450% 27 seqq., 408 15-18, 459” 5 seqq., 460° 2, 

3 4598 15-17 gore pev To aitd TH alaOntix@ 7d pavractixdy, Td 8 eivas 
avragtix® Kal aicOntix@ Erepoy. 


U2 
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not, like and are differently related’. ‘H gavracia as a faculty is 
concepts a process or an affection produced within the (gov, or 
The faculty animated organism, by the exercise of sense-perception *. 
ee Thus davtacla and % xo. ateOnows are fandamentally one: 
nigra i and it is to be remembered that as ¢avracla is rooted in the 
of general Sensory faculty, so its exercise depends upon movements 
eee continuing in the sensory organs °, which movements serve, 
tion com- under certain conditions, from time to time, to stimulate the 
enipeye organ of imagination, which is that of central sense; and 
= ee thus the @avtdcyara are brought into clear consciousness by 
elev ede the poval, or traces of themselves left by the aicOjuata. The 
organ of sense-perception is related to an external, or extra- 
organic, stimulus: that of reproductive imagination receives 
its stimulus from within the organism. Thus, when the senses 
are not occupied with ‘external objects, the gavracla may 
be actively employed ; and, indeed, it has least to do when 
the senses are engaged with the outer world energetically 
and effectively. Confused and obscure, or difficult, sensory 
perception is, however, apt to stimulate @avtacia to activity. 
Thus, if we see a person only imperfectly at a distance, we 
set about guessing who it can be: this employs ¢avracia. 
If we see the person well and clearly, reproductive ¢avracia 
has no opportunity of exercise *. But when the ‘outer’ or 
bodily eye is closed, images of many sorts crowd before 
the ‘inner’ or mind’s eye; and the power and activity of 
gavtacta are at their maximum when the special senses are 
at rest during sleep. 
Differences avtacia and atodyois thus: differ chronologically, the 
of gavrae'@ former being as it were the rehearsal of the latter’s work. 


ae But they differ also in other ways. They have not the 
feaicals same or equal values as evidence respecting objects. The 


* 459% 15-18. 

2 i. c. €ore © 9 havtacia 9 bre Tis Kar évépyetay alcOnoews ywwopmevn 
kivnots: cf. 429° I. 

8 The organ in which the kuw7joets, or povai, or whatever name the effect 
of 7 Kar’ évépyetay aiaOnows may be called by, persist is not the central 
organ, but the particular sense-organ; cf. 459% 3, 4619 26; Freudenthal, 
Ueber den Begriff des Wortes pavtacia bet Aristoteles, p. 20. 

* 428" 12 seqq. 
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evidence of alc@nois with respect to its proper object is differences; 
almost always true and trustworthy. The davracia is a fre- oe 
quent cause of error, and untrustworthy in the absence of 
an object. They have not the same extent in the animal 
world. All animals have aio@yo.s: it is more than ques- 
tionable whether all have davtacial. davracia resembles 
thinking in the one particular of not requiring external 
stimulation, as ato@yo.s does, on each occasion of its exer- Difference 


; on 8 ! / +. of payra- 
cise. Therefore it is that ¢avracpara and vonpara at their TESS: 


lowest level become somewhat difficult to distinguish ?. vonpara. 
But ¢avrdopara are indispensable for the exercise of vénots 3. pean the 


Indeed, in one place Aristotle goes so far as to name ee 
of vdénats ; 


gavracta as—at least according to some persons—a division put this 


of thinking *. qavrdcpara are distinguished, however, from With its 
Sen Say Sansa rs VOUEOTE 
vonwara by the fact of their implicit individuality : the data is general 


eas ai eases or uni- 
of davracta like those of aloOnows are per se individuals, an eoreal Mice 


derive their universality, so far as they possess it, from confined to 
individual 


the setting in which they are placed by the activity of the objects as 
thought which employs them as its material. Pavragin 


is. 
§ 31. The inner workings (kiwjces) which form the basis The 


( . o . +1_, residual 
of pavtacia are not of course purely corporeal: they are, like Pee ents 


all the processes of life and mind, and in accordance with in the 
organs on 


the definition of atc@yo1s given by Plato and Aristotle, \ficn 


movements of the soul through the body. Leaving this to ¢a”7a9ia 
dependsare 


be understood throughout, Aristotle gives a predominantly movements 


physiological account of the nature of ¢avracia. Yet this sabe 


is an activity of wvy7. It is that on which memory and le 
recollection depend. Without its aid sense-perception joJica_ 


would be confined to momentary évépyera, lacking in con- srg 
. . . ° 0. ay = 
tinuity, unassociated, incapable of forming a basis of ragia, 


1 In 413” 22 there are good reasons for doubting the genuineness ot 
the words xai pavraciay; cf. 414> 1, 415% 10, 414 16, 4288 Io. Cf. 
Freudenthal, of. czZ., p. 8. 

2 403% 8 10 voeiv’ «i 8 ati kat rovro havracia tis fh py dvev ayracias, 
433® 9 €l ris Thy avraciay Tiein ds vdnoly Twa, 432% 12 Ta S€ mpGra 
porpara tiv dtoicet Tod wy pavtdopara eivat ; 

* 449” 30 seqq. ene bits ; ree 

4 427> 28 rod voce ,.. rovtov Oe 7d pev avracia Soxet elvar ro de 


umrdArAnyis. 


Real nature 
of the 
residual 
impres- 
sions which 
form the 
physio- 
logical 
ground of 
pavragcia, 
unknown 
to Aris- 
totle, and 
also to us. 
Corre- 
spondences 
between 
Aristotle 
and 
Hobbes, as 
regards this 
faculty. 
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éureipta. As the work of 1d aloOnrixdy mdvtwv, it gives 
the alo@nrd their first objective reference: it extends ex- 
perience from ra td.a to ra Kowa and Td Kata ovpBeBnxos. 
It gives their first rudimentary meaning to sounds, and so 
makes language possible?. It is the condition of thinking, 
since it is by the d@avrdopara or ‘schemata’ which accom- 
pany our concepts that they have the requisite clearness 
and distinctness, and also are capable of being remembered. 
Together with perception and thinking it forms also the 
basis of desire and will?. For the productions of art and 
literature its efficacy is prodigious, and quite indispensable. 
Who Antipheron of Oreus was we do not know: perhaps 
a madman, who mistook (as we learn from de Mem. 1) his 
mere davrdcparta for pynwovedpara; but Aristotle, as well as 
Shakespeare, distinguishes the poet as one who has the 
faculty of giving ‘to airy nothing a local habitation and 
a name ®%.’ 

§ 32. As to the real or physical nature of the kw7oes in 
which the faculty of imagination consists, Aristotle of course 
can tell us nothing. We do not know whether they are 
regarded by him as (what would now be termed) mechanical 
or chemical. In this respect, modern psychologists have no 
great advantage as compared with him. The correspon- 
dences between his description of this faculty and that given 
by Hobbes (as pointed out by Freudenthal, of. czt., p. 24n.) 
are very well worth noticing. ‘When a body’ (says Hobbes) 
‘is once set in motion, it moveth, unless something else 
hinder it, eternally ... and, as.we see in the water, though 
the wind cease the waves give not over rolling for a long 
time after, so also it happeneth in that motion.... For after 
the object is removed, or the eye shut, we still retain an 
image of the thing seen, though more obscure than when 
we see it*.’ With this compare Arist. 459° 9 seqq., 460° 28 
seqq. Again: ‘imagination, therefore, is nothing but decay- 
ing sense ’—the proposition laid down by Hobbes—might 


1 420? 32. 2 432> 16, 433% 9-> 28. 
® Cf. Arist. Poet. 1455% 32 and § 38 infra. 
* Leviathan, pt.i. ch. 2; also Physics, iv. ch. 25. 
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be a translation of 7 8& davracla éorly dodevis tis aloOnors }. 
Compare also ‘much memory is called experience’ with 
Arist. 100% 5. The words ‘there be also other imaginations 

. as from gazing upon the sun the impression leaves an 
image,’ remind us of Arist. 459°7. Again: ‘the phantasms 
of men that sleep are dreams, reproduces Arist. 462° 29 ; 
while ‘all fancies are motions within us, reliques of those 
made in the sense,’ might have been taken from Arist. 461° 
18 ai tmeAotTon Kiwyces al cvupBalvovoa and tdv alcOnudrwv. 
‘Those motions that immediately succeeded one another in 
the sense continue also together after sense’ is a paraphrase 
of Arist. de Mem. 2. 452° 1 ws yap éxovot Ta mpdypata mpods 
GAAnNAG TO eet, otTw Kal ai Kuvjcers. 

§ 33. The xwyoes in the organs either continue latent or Latency of 

the residual 

propagate themselves to the central organ of perception ®. pve. 
Their latency is caused by the inhibition exercised upon rea how 
them by stronger xivjoes, in the continued use of the Their 
aicOjoeis in external Bore Don, or else by the activity : ae 
of thinking. These stronger xivjoeis extinguish the weaker sciousness ; 
as a stronger light causes a weaker to pale before it®. But Coy“tions | 


under favourable circumstances they make their way to of this. 
en 


the central organ and re-emerge into consciousness, i-€. jatent they 


; re ve the are for 
either when they become strong enough to remove oe 


obstacles, or when the inhibiting movements become forential; 


= in con- 
weaker, as in sleep. When latent the xwyjoes are, in aes 


Aristotle’s phrase, potential; when they emerge into con- they 
4 become 
sciousness, they are actual*. They are conveyed from the 77/47 


special organ to the organ of central sense, and so from Their 
medium 


latency to consciousness, by ® the medium of the blood ®. In between 


this organ of central sense they then produce a secondary wee 


affection of consciousness with an image of the object of the central 


1 13708 28, a passage of the Rhetoric, of which work Hobbes made 
an analysis. 
> 459° 7, 461% 6. % 460° 32, 461% 20, 464° 4 
SeAG TH EL: 
5 Or with the blood, by the ovpdurov mvedpa, see 659° 17-20, 744° Sh, 
* 4618 25-> 18, especially PII Karidvros Tov melorov _aiparos émt Thy 
dpxnv xré.; and > 17 Kai Avdpevar €v OAiy@ TH AOUT@ alate TA €v Trois 


aigOnrnpiows KivovpTat. 
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organ is perception, copying this? as it was in its first presentation”. 


eee: This secondary image is what Aristotle calls the @avracua. 


avppurov The faculty, and sometimes the process, by which favtdopata 
which arise is called by him ¢avracia, which (in the chapter 


ae expressly devoted to its explanation) is defined as ‘a move- 
with the 


plood in ment within the (gov produced by actualized perception *.’ 
ee Thus ¢avracia is an exercise of the cow? atoOyors,and provides 


of gavra- the material on which this further exercises itself in memory 
ete and reminiscence, and in hope, fear, and desire*. We 


fear, cannot think of any concrete individual thing of which we 
adhe have had no previous perception®. Without the particular 


desire, and gig@mua we cannot have the ¢dvracua, and without this we 


will. This 
is the sole Cannot have the thought—ovde voe? 6 vods ra éxtos pH per 
eae alcOjcews dvta. As, if one perceives nothing he is incapable 


the lower of learning anything °, so if he has not a davracua connected 
er with the matter of scientific contemplation (@ewpia) such 
influences contemplation is impossible. Thus gavtécpata are to 
ofmen. 7 vdnois what aicOypara are to 7 Kown aloOnois. avtacia, 
too, is the link which connects our thoughts with desires 
and impulses, and may by itself, even in defiance of scientific 
or any clear and accurate knowledge, guide or control 
the actions of men. Men, indeed, have reason (vods) with 
which to check and control the influence of ¢avracia on 
conduct; but to the lower animals’ ¢avracta with dpefis alone 
presents the motives of action. All the pleasures possible 
to man are either present in perception (év r@ aicOdvecOat) 
or past in memory (év T@ peuvnoba), or future in expecta- 
tion (év ro éAmlCew péddovta). The pleasures accompanying 
memory and expectation are due to the gavrdoyara involved 
in these mental states ; for the gavrdcyara are attended with 


? For the zumer stimulus is qualitatively like the outer; » pavracia 
kimois Tis... Kal TavTHY 6poiay avdykn eivat TH alaOnoet, 428” 10-14. 

2 450% 10 10 davracua tis Kowns aicOnocews mdbos éoriv. 

* For 7 pavracia generally, in itself and in its relationship to other 
psychical faculties, see de Ax. iii. 3. 428 2-429% 9. 

* Cf. Rhet, 13707 28: ‘When one remembers or hopes or fears (€Azi- 
(ovr) a ddvracpa of the object remembered or hoped for or feared 
accompanies his mental act,’ > 432% 2 seqq., 445° 16. 

* 432% 7-10, 449” 31 seqq. 7 429% 4-8, 
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aicOnois'. The pains of memory and expectation are to 
be explained in the same way. 
§ 34. The close relation of davracia to intellect (76 voety) Relation of 


is most forcibly and clearly stated in de Mem.1* The ee 


intellect must have a ddvracua to work with. This may be It is neces- 
> . : f 
illustrated and in a measure proved by what we experience See 


in geometrical reasonings. When we draw a geometrical tism of the 
objects o 


figure, though the particular size of this figure does not thought, 


5 : : and with- 
matter, yet we draw it always of some particular size. In poet orien 


the same way generally when one thinks, even though the could not 
object of his thought be something not involving quantity, pene 


yet he envisages it (ri@erar mpd dupdrwv) as quantitative, rabrig 
rom the 


and then proceeds in his thinking of it without any regard use of geo- 


whatever to its quantitativeness. In the same way, too, if the metrical 
figures, and 


object be properly quantitative but of indeterminate quantity the way in 


‘ : : ) s : :. which the 
(as when we say, e.g. ‘any given circle’), in spite of this" Giawa’ 


one connects it first with some determinate quantity—as we cannot 
if of some particular size—and then thinks of it for the eae 


purposes of his problem in abstraction from such deter- thought 
before our 


minateness ?. The reason why one must do this—why we mind 


cannot exercise the intellect on any object unless under °*°Pt” 
connexion 


such conditions, and also why we cannot, as is likewise with time- 
true 4, exercise the intellect except under the condition of "dt 
time, even though dealing with conceptions not zz time— 


requires separate discussion, but the fact remains®. After Nearness 
this it is not surprising that gavrdopara and vorjara should ai 


in Aristotle’s treatment of them sometimes approach one heat in 
ristotle’s 


another so closely as to appear confused. Thus we read ® treatment. 


1 Rhet. i. 2. 1370% 28-35 ; de Mot. An. 701% 4-5. The havrdcuara are 
all rooted in aio@npara, which if pleasurable make them pleasant. 

2 449» 30-4508 13. 5 voet 8 7) moody pdvov. 

4 Aristotle had not before spoken of this point, yet he assumes it 
without hesitation, and it is the one most germane to his succeeding 
discussion of memory. 

5 Aristotle nowhere attempts to explain the reason of the fact thus 
stated and assumed here. 

6 458> 23, where, however, ¢dytacpa appears suspicious. Simplicius 
does not seem to have read it: if kept, it has to bear a different sense 
from what it bears in the context (e.g. 458518) before and after. 
Without it, too, the meaning of the passage is perfect. 
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that dreamers sometimes have a reflection or thought 
which exceeds the scope of the dream, and this reflection 
is called a ¢dvracpa. But the tendency to confuse ¢avrd- 
gpata and vorjpata is seen most emphatically in the un- 
answered query as to the point in which 1a mpéra vorpara 
differ from davrdcpara!, and in the construction given to 
gavtrdopara by Aristotle in relation to rational desire and 
will?, Here we find gavracla AoyiotiKy or Bovdevrixy attri- 
buted to rational beings, while only gavracia aicOnrixy is, 
assigned to the lower animals. Thus, from being regarded 
as co-operant with the activity of rational deliberation, pav- 
racia seems to have become itself invested with rationality. 
gavracia is Vet Aristotle does not intend this. The terms Aoyiorix? 


BovAeutixn A 
or Aoy- and BovAevtixy need not be taken to mark powers inherent 


he in davracia, but powers only belonging to it kata cup BeBnkds, 

le i.e. from its relation to the noétic faculty. Thus ¢avracta 
» Dot , : 

properly ox alc @nrixy would remain the only davracla proper °. 

are § 35. The ¢dvracua may or may not be a true copy of 

a true copy the object, which gave rise to it through the original aic@nua. 

eeeG It is a true copy if (a) the klyno.s propagated from the 


represents special organ to the central organ is unmixed with alien 


it, on : ° 
certain | movements also stored up in the same special organ; and 


nat (0) if this organ and the medium of the movement propagated 
Tadia, 5 i E 
though the from it, viz. the blood, are not excited by some overpower- 


ie Se ing shock which would prevent each from discharging 


the its normal function. If these conditions are fulfilled, and, 


dality of : one , : 
vision, i. Of Course, if the original sensory impression has been 
notcon- correctly taken—if the primary gdavracla is true—then the 


fined to 6 : 
represen- 4vTacpa corresponds duly with its object, and is a true 


tation of copy of it*. The faculty of having gavrdopara must not 


? 432° 12, where, however, in the next clause Torstrik is probably right 
in reading ravra for td\\a, thus denying that the mp@ra vonpara are 
davracpara, and merely asserting that they are ovx dvev havragpatwv— 
the doctrine of the de Memoria. 2 De An. iii. 433” 29-434° Io. 

$ 7028 19 pavracia Se yivera 4 dia voncews 4 dt’ aidOnoews. Here the 
word is used, says Bonitz, /ud. Arist. 811» 26 datiore sensu: the image 
which stimulates épefis may be suggested by a thought or by a percep- 
tion. The subject is the BovAevrixy davracia, in which, as explained 
above, the davrucia is allied with thinking, but not produced by it. 

* De An. iii. 4289 15-> 17, 


SENSUS COMMUNIS 299 


be regarded as confined to the province of vision, to which the atooy- 


the etymological meaning and the popular use of the word #3771 


gavracia tend to restrict it!. In its definition it embraces < em- ‘ 
. e races a 
all provinces of sensory representation. We must, therefore, provinces 


suppose that to the aic@npuara of sounds, tastes, smells, and eae 
of the various tangibles gavrdopara correspond ; although tion. Yet 
from the associations of the word it would not be easy eae ot 


to find davracla or pavrdopara directly used of any except modems 
= : ° : : when deal- 
images derived from the sense of seeing. This requires jing with it, 


to be emphasized, since Aristotle, like many modern ®t times 
psychologists, was in the habit of treating gavracia as if oraoeed a 
it had no scope beyond the limits of the visual province ; iit were si 
just as (on the principle, 7 és padtora atcOnows) he also That we 
habitually treats rd dpay as if it were equivalent to Td Wember 
aicOdvecOa in general. That, however, we must assume sounds, 
gavracia as having this wider application, and ¢avracuara eee ani 
corresponding to alc@jyara of every aicénois, follows pias Sa 
necessarily from the theory of memory laid down by we have 
Aristotle. As we shall see memory acts by means of ae of 
gdavtacua, nor would it be possible for us to remember these. 
the perceptions of any sense unless we had gavracyara of 

these. The fact, therefore, that we can remember sounds, 

smells, and tastes, and feelings, as well as sensations, 

of every sort proves that all these as well as dys leave 
gavrdopata answering to them in the mind. But, in 
explaining the phenomena of dreaming (vide infra § 37), 
Aristotle virtually asserts that the aic@jpara of all the 

senses come under the service of davracia (459° 20-23). 

§ 36. We have seen that 7 cowm aloOnors is the faculty by Sensus _ 
which we become conscious of our waking perceptions—of so’freulty 
the fact zhat we perceive with any sense. Hence it might of sleeping 
be inferred a priori that sleep, if it implies unconsciousness, eae 
is due to an affection of this faculty through its oman. 
also that dreaming, which is a form of consciousness during sleep, why 
sleep, is an exercise of the same faculty to which we owe yds : 
our waking consciousness. Such is the teaching of Aristotle. affects all 


cw 


1 429 2 ered 8 9 dYs paddiora atoOnois €orw—sight is the sense par 
excellence—kat 1d dvopa (SC. ris Pavtagias) amd rod paous einer. 


the senses 
together, 
not some 
only. 
formal 
cause of 
sleeping. 
Its fina 
cause. 
Theanimal 
soul has its 
evTEAEX Eta 
in waking 
conscious- 
ness. 
Sense-per- 
ception and 
movement 
in animals 
have one 
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The ef- 
cient cause 
of sleep. 
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that we 
remember 
our dreams 
when we 
awake, but 
not the 
accom- 
panying 
move- 
ments. 
This con- 
nexion of 
movement 
with per- 
ception, 
however, 
helps us 
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exhanstion 
of energy 
which 
needs sleep 
for its 
repair. 
Sleep con- 
nects its 
onset 
normally 
with the 
nutrient 
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Sleeping and dreaming are affections of the xown aloénots. 
The reason why plants do not sleep and wake is that they 
have no alcénors ; all animals, however, sleep. Sleep affects 
all the special senses: no animal sleeps with some of its 
senses while awake with the others. This simultaneous 
affection of all the senses by sleep confirms, if it does 
not prove, what has been asserted, viz. that sleep is due 
to an affection of the cow? alcOynois; for if this were the 
faculty of sleep, the latter would when it occurred necessarily 
affect all the special senses. What affects the common sense 
must affect all that are dependent upon it. If sleeping 
were not an affection of this common sense, we should find 
cases of animals sleeping with some of the senses only; 
but we never do}. Sleep, formally defined, is a sort of bond 
which binds the general faculty of sense-perception ; and 
wakening is as it were the loosening of this bond*. It 
implies a loss of energy, on the part of the xow7 aicOnors 
and its organ, due to excess in the exercise of conscious 
perception. Its final cause is the recuperation of this energy, 
and the restoration and preservation of the fitness of animals 
for the exercise of conscious perception. The waking state— 
full consciousness—exhibits the animal in its perfection *. 
Sense-perception and movement have a common centre 
in animals—the region of the heart, in the case of those 
which possess one, the analogous region or part in the case 
of others, such as insects, bloodless creatures, and such as 
do not respire atmospheric air. These show by the rise and 
fall, the alternate inflation and subsidence, of their bodies 
in the part analogous to the heart, that they have in them 
a ‘connatural spirit’ (cdupurov mvedua)*. This region is the 
centre of motive power as well as of sensation and percep- 
tion. That xfyno.s and atc@nots should have the same seat 
was to be expected; for all xivnows is normally attended 
with some aic@nots, having for its object either an external 
aicOnrov, or an internal phantasm or feeling. Thus the primary 
organ of sense-perception is the organ of both perception 


* 455® 30-P 13. ” 454” 25-7. 
* 16 eypyyopévat is the réAos, 455” 13-28, * Cf. 456° 2-26. 
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and motion. Hence the efficient cause of sleep, and the process: 
conjunction of movement with the dream consciousness. A peed 
noticeable thing about it is that though we remember our gees 
dreams when we awake, we do not remember our dream to brain 
movements?. This connexion, however, between alcOnous lok ead 
and xtynows shows how the dduvapia 81 tarepBodrhy rod éypyyo- returns 
péva. comes on: and explains the need of a period of repose. the Bodtly 
Physiologically sleep connects its oncoming with the cnn 
nutrient process. An evaporation takes place from the food the heart 
in the stomach. This evaporation goes through the veins aie 
upwards to the brain, where it is cooled, and when cool the outer 
returns downwards towards the heart. With its return Seep ‘thus 
drowsiness comes on. The outward bodily parts become defined 
cooled, and the bodily heat gathers itself in towards the la 
region about the heart. Defined materially, from this point 
of view, sleep is the state consequent on the return inwards 
of the bodily heat and its concentration around the organ of 
primary perception, whither it is forced by the evaporation 
returning from the brain®. Sleep thus caused continues 
until the digestive process is complete, and the purer blood 
destined for the upper parts—the veins round the brain and 
connected with the sensory organs—has been secreted or 
separated from the coarser, which goes towards the centre 
and lower parts of the body. 
§ 37. The faculty by which we sleep and wake is also Sensus — 
that by which we dream*. Dreaming is not a function (7 


of rd vonrixov, intellect, or of 7d do¢acrixdv, the faculty of ing. This 
en : : AG Pacis not a func- 
opinion ; nor can it be a function of the individual senses, tion of 


5 _ under- 
for these are suspended during sleep. The fact of our per meine 


ceiving sensible qualities in the ¢avtdopara of dreams—that of opinion, 


7 or of any 
we perceive colours, &c.—proves, however, that the dream- 5 -ciai 


facuity is a sensory faculty, not dééa or rd do€acrtixdv. We sense. Yet 
. . . . it 1s 

do, indeed, exercise the latter in dreams, but it cannot faculty of 

explain dreaming as a whole. sense, for 


1 This observation may be paralleled by a question mentioned by 
Priscianus Lydus (Plotinus, p. 565, 1-6, Didot) and possibly raised by 
Theophrastus : why do we remember our dreams when we awake, but 
forget our waking life in dreams? 

2 Cf. de Somno 3, passim; de Part. An, ii. 7. 653% 10-17. 

> Cf, Arist. de Jnsomn., passim, 
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the images The faculty and organ whereby we dream must be that 


piace wherewith in waking moments we are subject to illusions ; 
have for example, that whereby we seem to see the sun as only 
sensible 


qualities. @ foot in width. As in waking, so in sleeping, the presenta- 


ene erally tion—the mere ¢dvracwa—overpowers the judgment; and 
Oo! wakin 


illusions in dreams this is peculiarly liable to happen, the critical 


isthat faculty being then in a weak and fettered condition. In 
whereby 


we dream: dreams, however, we sometimes become aware ¢kat we are 


ey dreaming. On the whole the dream state may be described 


ee ae as one in which there is a functional activity of the central 
e€ contro : 
of the organ or faculty of sense-perception (not, however, gua 


aay, perceptive but gua representative—gavractixcv); but in 
which the representations, ¢avrdcpara, control the critical 
faculty owing to its weakness during sleep. 

The effects of sense-perception, as has been observed, con- 
tinue in the organs ; exactly as local motions continue after 
the impact which gave rise to them has ceased. Qualitative 
change is propagated in the same way; and alo@nots is 
a form of such change. So heat propagates itself? stage 

Familiar by stage through a body until it has come full circuit back 


instances of : xe : Ses: = aaa 
Seratney 6 UES principle or source of generation (apx7). Familiar 


ofimpres- instances of such persistence of sensory effects in the 
1 . ° . 
organs of OFgans after the cessation of the stimulus are found in the 


cae ; phenomena of seeing. (a) When we look at the sun and 


after- then turn our eyes away from it, we can see nothing for 


images of : * : 6 5 5 
cht and 2 while, owing to the persistence of the light impression. 


of colours, (6) If we look steadily at some vivid colour, for example, 
both neg at white (including ‘bright’) or green (Aevxdv 7} xAwpor), 


aie and then transfer our gaze to something else, the latter 
uc ere ° . . ° 
Bivcary becomes tinged with the colour which we saw previously. 


a an (c) If, after looking at the sun or some other brilliant object, 


senseof we close our eyes and, having adjusted our gaze, as it 
seeing. 
1 Here we come on a proposition which shows the impossibility of 
Jinality in a work like the present, which confines itself to the psychology 
of sense. What is this mysterious critical faculty, which checks and 
corrects illusions? A treatise on epistemology would be required to 
give, or attempt, the answer. 
2 459° 3. Sc. by dvtimepioracis. See Oxford Translation of de 
Jnsomn. with notes ad loc., and on 457° 2, 458 27. 
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were, straight in the same line of vision as before, we look 
‘inwardly’ along this line}, we see a succession of changing 
colours. First we see the colour which we saw with the 
eyes open—the proper colour of the sun or bright object ; 
next, this changes to crimson (gowvixodv) ; and this again to 
violet or purple (zopdvpodv), until the object assumes a black 
colour, and finally disappears*. (d) If we look at moving 
objects, e. g. a river, and then suddenly lookat a body at rest, 
the latter, for a while, seems to be in motion. This is not, 
however, confined to seeimg. Such sensory effects occur 
also in hearing and the other senses. Loud noises render 
us temporarily deaf; strong odours deaden the olfactory 
sense for a time, and so on. 
These facts go to the root of the explanation of dreaming These facts 


so far as it is matter of empirical psychology. ‘eae 
To explain the dream phenomena, and the illusion to mee ie 
which we are liable in dreams, two assumptions suffice. illusion of 
These assumptions are :— eee. 
I. that the effects of sensation just described as persisting ania: 


in the organs are capable of giving rise to after-effects in ,.., 
the way of perception: of becoming or furnishing objects ! = aie 
to the central sense ; and eee 


IJ. that when we are labouring under pathological con- eee can 
come 


ditions, e.g. strong emotions such as anger, love, or fear, stimuli of 


we are especially liable to illusion. This can be proved pee 


by experience. Those who are in fever mistake figures on organ; and 
. that 
their chamber-walls for fierce animals, deceived by the we are 


resemblance. If the patients are very weak they even anneal 


make bodily movements in trying to escape from the illusion 


when 
animals. So in sleep the image which comes up is strong and tabooriae 


vivid, while the controlling faculty which should criticize ae 
its objective truth is then weak and helpless. This explains it 


1 459% 14 maparnpnoact daivera Kar’ evOvapiay, 7 ovpBaiver Thy dy 
épav. maparnpeiy does not here mean ‘turning the gaze aside.’ It gives 
the idea of looking along a line. We must keep the eyes focussed for 
distance as before—so Aristotle says—and look as if still gazing at 
the sun, but with eyes shut. 

2 As Aristotle above noticed Zositive so here he notices negative 
after-images. 


e. g. 
strongly 
emotional, 
states. 


Reasons 
why in 
sleep and 
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the ease with which we are imposed upon by dream shapes 
or occurrences. Illusions of one sense, which occur even in 
waking moments, may be set right by the help of some 
other sense; as the evidence of sight corrects the false 
judgment of touch respecting the apparently two marbles 
between the crossed fingers. But no such resource is open 
to us in dreaming. The central sense, whose normal ten- 
dency is to confirm and approve the reports it receives from 
each particular sense, unless when some one sense contradicts 
another, naturally inclines during sleep to affirm the objec- 
tive reality of the ¢avrdcpara which arise before it. At such 
times no one particular sense is free to question another; 
touch, for example; is then incapable of contradicting the 
report of sight, or vice versa. Thus the illusion is effectual. 

The residual impressions in the organs may stimulate the 
central sense precisely in the same kind of way as do the 
aic@nyara of which they are relics. The one xivyots is like 
the other qualitatively. Whether the stimulation of the 
central sense is set up from without by an objective 
aic@nrov, or from within by the relic of an atoOnua, does 
not matter to a sleeping person. Hence the inevitableness 
of the illusion. If illusion can arise in waking moments, as 
already alluded to, a fortiori it may arise in dreams, when 
the critical power of the central sensory faculty is enchained 
by sleep. Ifa person sailing along the coast can be for 
a while deceived with his eyes open into thinking that the 
land is in motion, it is easy to understand how one can be 
deceived in sleep by fallacious sensory appearances, when 
the critical tests (e.g. comparison with the reports of other 
senses) which should detect them are not available. 

Thus the residual impressions forming after-stimuli, 
together with the weakness of the controlling sense in sleep, 
account both for the gavrdcyara of dreams and for the 
mistake by which we in the dream regard them as realities. 

§ 38. Moreover, at night, when the special senses are sus- 
pended in sleep and the atmosphere is quiet, these residual 


at night the impressions have the most favourable opportunity of 


imagina- 
tion is 


producing their effects on the central sense. If at such 
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times quiet prevails within the bodily system itself, clear most 
gavtdcpara arise before the mind. If, on the contrary, 2*tve- 
from any cause there is much movement going on within 
the body, the images which appear are distorted, or 
images do not appear at all. Thus, too, after heavy meals 
the sleep that occurs is dreamless owing to the movements 
connected with nutrition then taking place. — 

Aristotle gives an almost wholly physiological account 
of the effects which it is now customary to refer to the 
productive as distinguished from the reproductive imagina- 
tion’. Melancholia, illness of various kinds, intoxication, Conditions 
all exhibit instances of the disturbing effects of pathological Which 27° 


unfavour- 
conditions on the imagination, distorting the images, and able to the 


transforming them from natural to fantastic shapes. Such ¢fthe 
conditions affect the central organ of perception, which Paes relia 
is also that of imagination, and, while impeding critical making 
or comparative power, which it in common with every chats 2 
sensory faculty possesses, cause the images which come nature. 
before it to be untrue to nature, false copies of the aicOnra 
whence they were derived. The ‘poetic’ imagination Poetic’ 
which moulds the forms of nature to the uses of art— {7°8"* 
the specially so-called ‘productive’ imagination—is clearly 
recognized by Aristotle, but is not officially treated in his 
psychology. The ‘poetic faculty’ is, he says, an attribute 
which the man of genius shares with the madman. The 
plastic inventiveness of the poet or artist and the wild 
aberrations of insanity are both due to cognate causes. 
‘Poetry implies either a happy gift of nature or a strain 
of madness. In the one case a man can take the mould 
of any character ; in the other he is lifted out of his proper 
self ®.’ 

§ 39. The general account of dreaming then is this: Summary 


An image presents itself during sleep to the central faculty ae 


1 Cf. 461% 3 seqq., 461° 17 seqq. 
2 Poet. 1455% 32-4 (Butcher). Cf. Dryden: 
Great wits are sure to madness near allied, 
And thin partitions do their bounds divide. 
Also Shakespeare: 
The poet’s eye in a fine frenzy rolling, &c. 


BEARE a, 
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with its of perception—to the imagination. The latter is, as we 
illusion. have said, naturally disposed, in the normal course of things, 
to second or affirm the reports of the senses which come 
before it: to assume that when these forward the report 
of an object, the object is really there as represented. 
This it always does when no conflict of testimony occurs 
between different senses; and none ever occurs in sleep. 
Moreover, the critical power of the central faculty is impaired 
or abolished in sleep. The residual impressions which 
give rise to the images float inwards from the special organ 
to the central organ in the current of the blood, which at 
that time gathers towards the heart. Such impressions 
at such times come in a regular order of succession. The 
‘Associa- rule of the association of ideas (kiwijoeis) applies strictly to 
ae our dreaming as well as to our waking states. The ideas 
holds for of the dream come in their order one after the other, just 
dream con as those of reverie or memory do when we are awake. 


sciousness 


also. These, then, are taken by the central sense to represent outer 
Pressure of ,. A wae: ; = 
the blood Objects, just as the alc@juara of waking life do. Hence, 


around the i ; j 
ike we are deceived into supposing that we see what we only 


during dream of. What fetters and embarrasses the critical faculty 
ae ‘Sof the central sense is the pressure of the blood round the 


oe ' heart during sleep. If the remnant or residual impression 
e€ critica . . . 
faculty of which thus comes before the mind’s eye in sleep resembles 


central i ; ee = 2 ae 
ee the primary impression—the alc@nua—we dream straight 


makes us Way of the object (alo@nrév) which produced this. It is, 
ee indeed, possible, and sometimes happens, that a man should 
sion of | be aware that he is only dreaming. In his dreams one 
dreams, : ° eae stoae c 

Efforts of SOMetimes says to himself: ‘this is only a dream.’ Hence 


aoe to this extent he is not—in such a case—beguiled or deluded 
evenin by the appearance. Generally, however, the deception is 


ae complete, and passes without detection. In waking moments 

the illu. Wwe readily expose sensory illusions by the application of 

aor pee tests, derived also from the senses. If by inserting the 

pica finger one slightly displaces the eyeball of one eye, an 
1s 18 : . 

onlya Object seen appears as two; but this does not cause 

dream.” one to believe it to be two. We know the cause of the 


illusory appearance, and, besides, we have the sense of touch 
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to correct it. But during the dream no such resources are 
open to us. When we see the davtdcpara we proceed just 
as if they were alcO7para (not poval, or relics, of alc@juara), 
and think and believe that we behold the actual objects 
(aic6yrd) themselves. 


Apart from dreams proper, we have experiences on the Other ex- 


borderland of sleep which enable us to obtain a glimpse ee 


of the machinery by which dreams are fabricated. Often, connect 
when just sinking to sleep, we suddenly wake up, and as epic 
it were surprise a host of @avracpara crowding in upon our pause e 
minds. Children have gavrdcpyara constantly active which yet are not 
beset them in the dark. Such are not dreams proper, hts 
however; but they show to some extent the process of but show 
internal stimulation from which dreams come, or with ake ae 
which they commence. During sleep itself, too, perageption of dreams 
of a certain sort is not uncommon, keeping us as #& were Sas 
in touch with waking experience’. We thus perceive Pier 
sounds, lights, &c., in a feeble way during sleep ; especially during 
in the moments which just precede awakening. These ‘!*?- 
perceptions again are not true dreams, any more than is 
the corrective judgment which does occasionally interpose 
during sleep, when we dream, and, as it were, say to us— 
‘this is only a dream. The dream proper results from 
a stimulation of the faculty of imagination by residual 
xwnoets proceeding from the organs of sense ; and it consists 
in the @avtdcpara which then present themselves and are 
mistaken for objective things or events’. It is caused 
purely by the residual impressions, not by any effects of 
outward things conveyed through the special senses while 
we sleep. 

§ 40. Aristotle begins his discussion of memory by dis- Sensus _ 
tinguishing this from reminiscence or recollection, and (°77""" 
stating that many persons with retentive memories are and revi- 


slow and dull at recollecting. He thinks it necessary also crass 


1 There seems to be an incongruity between this and Aristotle’s 
repeated assertions (e.g. 455° 9-12) that the external or special senses 
are suspended during sleep. 

2 462% 8, * 29-31. 

X 2 


(uj BN) 
distin- 
guished 
from per- 


ception and 


expecta- 
tion. In- 
volves 
reference 
to time 
elapsed. 
payracia 
per se in- 
different 
to time. 
Memory 
the opera- 
tion of the 


time-sense: 


its organ, 
the organ 
of time- 


perception. 


This is 
the «ou? 
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with its 
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but the 
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to distinguish memory from perception and from expectation. 
All three have to do with davrdcpara!: but while those 
of expectation refer to the future, and those of perception 
to the present, those of memory refer to past time’. 
The operation of ¢avtacia, as presentative faculty, alike 
in expectation, memory, and perception, makes it for 
Aristotle more necessary than it would seem to us to 
distinguish them carefully. As the distinction between 
these three faculties—or applications of one faculty—turns 
altogether on the differences of time-reference (to which 
gavracia per se is indifferent) the discussion of memory 
properly commences with the consideration of the time- 
sense. The organ or part of mind wherewith we cognize 
time is that wherewith we also cognize magnitude and 
motion; and the ddvracwa (of time, as well as of magni- 
tude and motion) is a product of the xoww? ato nots, or mparov 
alcOnrikdy, acting as Td gaytactixdy *. Memory belongs only 
to creatures which possess the time-sense, and are capable 
of perceiving a lapse of time, and thus distinguishing the 
present from the past. When one remembers, he says to 
himself (to use Aristotle’s quaint words), ‘I formerly learned 
or perceived this doctrine or object.’ Memory consists 
not in a perception or conception present to the mind, 


1 The aic@nous referred to here (de Mem. ad init.) includes the 
activity not only of the special but of the general sense. 

* It is scarcely necessary to point out that éAmis in this connexion 
includes fear as well as hope: expectation in general. So Plato 
himself states in a note on this word in the de Legzbus 644 D. Also 
Aristotle below implies it in his term éemtornun eAmtotikn which (as 
contra-distinguished by him from 7 avtt«n) would seem to form a parallel 
to our scientific induction, with resulting ower of prediction—a genuine, 
if vague, anticipation of Mill’s conception. 

* 449> 25-4508 25. In other passages, e. g. 223% 25, 433” 7, it appears 
as if for Aristotle veason were a faculty which perceives time. In the 
former passage he says «i d5¢ pndev dAdo mépuxev apiOpeiv uy) h Wuxijs 
vovs, and goes on to represent time as dpiOpuos Kunoews Kara Td mpdrepov 
kaivorepov. In the latter he says yiverat 5’ (sc. ro dpéFers GAAHAasS evarrias 
elvat) ev rois xpdvov ata Onaw €xovaw* 6 pev yap vous did TO peAAov avOeAkewv 
kedevet, and proceeds to show that 4 émOuula does not see the future, 
as if implying that vots does so. But neither really contradicts the 
doctrine, laid down in de Memoria, that time is object of ataOnais only. 
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but in the relation of one of these to time elapsed?; or it organ of 


is one of these as conditioned, or affected, by lapse of time. ea ae 


Memory, therefore, is not a function of pure intelligence. ae 
The latter, indeed, cannot exert itself without the help of eee 


imagination”. We have already illustrated the dependence Secor 
elation 


of reasoning on imagination, by reference to the universal Memory 
and necessary procedure of the mind in connexion with ?° 3 
geometrical thinking and its diagrams. There our thought of pure 
: 2 “ tellect 
is fer se concerned with no particular figure, yet we, in ee 


Order to think, have to draw some Particular figure. So need, 


or eee we find it Sceal for the purpose of knowing and the up 

ola 
discussing them, to connect them with space or time. Why ae 
this is necessary we need not here inquire. But the fact ee 


is so. Similarly, we cannot remember anything whatever tion. 
unless by the aid of a gdvracya, through which the re- ee 
membered fact may connect itself with time elapsed. This tions 
holds of scientific and philosophic truths or theorems. 
These latter, not being directly representable to imagination, 
must be schematized, i.e. connected with davracuara. Thus 
only are they capable of being remembered, i. e. indirectly, 

or, as Aristotle says, xara ovpBeBnxds. The reason why 

we cannot remember except by the aid of ¢avrdcpyara is that 

we can remember directly nothing which we have not first 
perceived; and only perception generates the dvracua, 
which is the instrument of memory. 

This explains how memory belongs not merely to 
creatures possessing intellect, but to many of the lower 
animals. These do not possess intellect, and if memory 

1 449» 24 7 pynpn otre alcOnors obre imddnY is GAG TovTwY Tivds Ekts 7} 
mabos Grav yévntas xpsvos. See p. 313. By md6os is suggested the genesis 
of the és. The aioOnots or irddnyrs is affected by the lapse of time: 
from this affection arises the ve/adzve character of the povn, its €&ts, in 
which consists the time- perspective of memory. Fhere are some places 
in which ééis = ‘ having,’ but this is certainly not one of them. 

2 This passage (449 30 seqq.) more clearly than any other exhibits 
the relation of dependence on the lower in which the higher mental 
faculties are placed by Aristotle, in accordance with his theory of 
the gradual evolution of scientific knowledge from individual sensible 
experience. 


How do 
we, with 
only a 
present 
image to 
help us, 
remember 
the past ? 
The 
memory- 
image is 
always 
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and re- 
presenta- 
tive of, 

an object ; 
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it asa 
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were a function of pure intellect, none of them would be 
able to remember?. However, many of them manifestly 
do remember. Those which cannot remember are those 
which lack the sense of time. If memory were a function 
of pure intelligence, even man could not remember?; for 
our intellectual acts are not capable of being remembered 
per se, but only indirectly, in virtue of their sense-derived 
gavtdcpara. Memory, therefore, is a function of the same 
part of the soul to which imagination belongs. All facts 
capable of being presented to imagination can be directly 
remembered; all others can be remembered only so 
far as they link themselves with gavtdomara, i.e. only 
indirectly. 

§ 41. How then do we, by the help of davrdcyara, re- 
member, i.e. know the past? Our sole ditum is the image 
present to the mind. This, however, is not past but present, 
whereas the past is absent: it is gone. How then is it 
known?? We must try to conceive the answer to this 
question as follows. The foundation of memory is laid in 
perception, When, therefore, we perceive, a sort of picture 
(Cwypapnua, ypapy) is painted in the soul, or in the part of the 
body which contains the perceptive organ concerned in the 
perception ; or else the sensory xivno.s stamps an impression 
as it were of the particular sense datum upon the organ, 
as a person with a seal ring stamps its impression on 


1 This assumes Rassow’s correction Onpiav for Oynrav, 450% 18. 

* This explains the traditional Oynrav, the difficulty of which is that 
it forces us to press the word ‘ pure,’ which is not really in the text. 

® As regards the physical character of the zmpression which generates 
the davracya Aristotle gives no clear statements, but expresses him- 
self in a variety of metaphors. It is ‘imprinted’ by a xivnous iné ris 
kar’ évepyetav aicOnoews yryvopern, and is dpowov domep rimos } ypadn 
(450 30,>15). Freudenthal (of. cz¢., pp. 20 seqq.) examines minutely 
into Aristotle’s statements to discover, if possible, an exact account of 
his conception of this memory image, but to little purpose. He concludes, 
with every appearance of truth, that the rvmoc were, for Aristotle, not 
really like seal-impressions, but rather qualitative or ‘chemical’ changes 
of tissue, not involving mechanical movement. The question of agree- 


ment on this point between Aristotle and Hobbes is merely a question 
how far Hobbes followed Aristotle. 
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a piece of wax’. The question now arises: is this impres- to its 
sion, thus taken, what we remember? Do we not remember °" eet 
rather that of which it is an impression—the object, or nected with 
event, which produced it in the mind? For if what we Bel orate 
remember is this impression, we do not remember the past Some way. 
at all: itisa mere mistake to think we do. But if we really 
remember the past object or event (as experience proves 

that we do), how is it possible to do so through an 
impression which is not past but present? This Aristotle 
proceeds to treat as the real question to be answered. He 
imagines an objector to say that it would be as easy to 
suppose a person seeing some colour, or hearing some 

sound, which was not present to sense, as to suppose him 
knowing the past, which is now gone. To this he replies: 

do we not as a matter of fact, in a certain way, see and 

hear the non-present? Do we not in pictures see absent 
persons? Now this will illustrate what takes place in 
remembering by means of a g$dvracua. A picture is not 

merely a painted object: it is more than this. It is 

a likeness of some person or thing. While per se numeri- 


cally one and the same thing, it may be viewed in two The 
memorial 


relations, In the same way, the ¢dvyracua before the gg,racua 


mind in memory—the impression bequeathed by sense to can ; 
regarde 


imagination—may be regarded purely and simply as 4 either (:) 


. s as a mere 
$dvracua, or it may over and above this be regarded as sates 


a likeness, a representation of something else. Taken in ance, or 
(2) asa 
1 450% 27-32 Sei vojoat rooiroy Td ywopevov dia THs alcOjocews ev TH 
Wuyy Kai TO popio Tod Gapatos TH ExovTe adthy, olov Coypadnud tt [7d 3dbos 
od apev ryv e&w pynpny eva: I suspect this of being a gloss on rd 
ywopevov]. 1) yap ywouern kivnors évonpaiverat oloy tumoy tia Tod alc O7- 
patos, kaOamep of adpaytfspevoe tois Saxtvdios. Cf. Plato, Rep. 377 B 
evdvera: timov (so Adam) dy ay tis BovAnrat evonpnvacba éxdorw: also 
especially Zheaet. 191 D. For the (wypdadnua, cf. Phaedrus 276 D. 
Aristotle 450% 5-11 introduces some observations on the causes of 
defective memory. Persons in whom, like those very old or very 
young, a great deal of movement exists are bad subjects for mnemonic 
impressions; it is as difficult to impress a durable mark on their 
organs as on running water. If the surface is too hard, no impression 
is taken by it; whereas if it is too easily impressed—too soft—the 
impression is taken but not retained long. 
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representa- the latter way it is a memorial or reminder (uvnudvevya), no 


ates longer a mere ¢dvtacwa. Thus regarded, it explains how 


Asthe | we remember by its means. It is like a picture which is 
latter, it i ‘ : : ; 

eae A portrait of a friend, by which, when I look at; it, .lecan 
oul se Be have my absent friend present to my mind. Two marks 

sidesthis | f ; 3 

reference distinguish the pyynudverya from the mere ddvracpa; viz. 
deen (a) the conscious reference to past time involved in having 
original, : z : 

the pynyd- a pynudvevpa, and (0) the relationship of the pryudvevpa to 
rai an object which it resembles, or otherwise represents, and 


tozime go recalls to mind. 
elapsed. 


Confusion Certain ordinary experiences partly confirm, partly 
of memory jllustrate, what has here been said. Sometimes, when men 
aegis have a ¢dvtacpna before the mind, they ask themselves— 
Sent ore: for they are not sure—whether they are or are not then 
tion with remembering ; whether, that is, the phantasma which they 
‘Antipheron CONtemplate is a likeness or not of a past experience. In 
of Oreus. such cases, indeed, we often discover that it is a likeness ; 
pees the original flashes upon our minds, and we remember. We 
eae pass from regarding it in its individual character to regard- 
pee ing it as related to its original. The contrary also occurs 
tative , in occasional experience. Men mistake their mere gav- 
ofan ‘ap- tdcpara for pynporedpara; they confound their fancies with 
Pearanc- past experiences. Such was the mental condition of Anti- 
pheron of Oreus, and certain other deranged persons; they 
recounted the events or objects which merely presented 
themselves to their imaginations as though these were facts 
of their past experience which they remembered 1. 

The practical value of the mnemonic art rests on the 
truth of what has been above stated. Mnemonics aim at 
training a person to regard certain presentations not 
merely as single or unrelated, but as in connexion with, or 
as likenesses of, certain objects. Thus the former become 
reminders (wvnpovetparta) for the latter. 

Remi- § 42. Memory, in general, can accordingly be defined 


niscence as the relationship which a pdvtacpa (or mental presenta- 


? In discussing the subject of dreams Aristotle refers to the way in 
which gavrdcpara can be mistaken for aic@qara, and how certain 
forms of hallucination arise; cf. 460° 3-27. 
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tion), as a likeness, bears to that of which it is a pdvtacpa?. (avdprr- 
This general faculty of retention (yv7jyn) is the presupposi- a ogi 


tion of reminiscence or recollection (dvduvyois). If one memory, 
does not remember—if the already described conditions fees 
are not fulfilled—he cannot recollect. But he may pane! 
remember without being able to recollect, i.e. without remi- 
being able to recall at the moment the ideas which represent ee is 


fully to consciousness the past object or event. Often there Be yeocal 
is a difficulty felt in doing this. Some persons succeed ae : 


better than others in doing it, and all persons do it better sense 
° . . . n c 
in some cases than in others. This is the faculty whose the par- 


nature and procedure Aristotle next undertakes to explain. ticular 


: : faculty of 
We must not, he says, hastily define recollection as the recollec- 
5 . +, :_ tion. One 
mere recovery of memory. It is no more this than it is yee 


the zuception of memory*. Memory may exist without member 
saat . without 
reminiscence, i.e. there may be no need of the latter. No there and 


breach may have occurred in the continuity of our memory ‘hen Peing 
able 


of an experience. Reminiscence or recollection has no recollect; 


; Pat : he cannot 
place until after such a breach of continuity has intervened. oocheer af 

1 451% 15 davracparos, ws elkdvos od avracpa, é&ts. The obvious 
rendering of éés here (approved by Zeller) as ‘having,’ introduces a 
superfluous notion. The more Aristotelean interpretation, though less 
easy to work into a translation, as ‘ relation’ or ‘relative state’ alone 
gives the sense required. So taken, this definition sums up with force 
and brevity the preceding account of the mnemonic davtacya. It might 
be paraphrased 16 eivat ev quiv pavracpd tt ots ~xov mpds exeivo ob 
pavracpa ott, ws eik@y Exet mpds GAXo Te ov eik@v, Which use of otras 
éxov ... os éxet would explain é&s. Freudenthal accordingly supports 
the view that €&:s here comes from the intransitive €yecv, but finds it 
hard to get a German equivalent. He likes the word ‘Stand,’ but 
thinks it unidiomatic. His own rendering p. 36n. is: ade Andauer 
einer Vorstellung als eines Abbildes von dem, dessen Vorstellung sie 
ist. I prefer to use ‘ ve/atz've state,’ or ‘relationship,’ rather than ‘state,’ 
as its equivalent, and base my right to do so on Aristotle’s definition 
1022 10 dAdov dé tpdmov Ekis héyerat SidOeors Kad’ Hy ed fh} Kaxas Sidxerrac 
76 dtakeipevov, kal i) KaB’ adrd 4 mpds GAAo. 

2 451% 20-10, Aristotle here seems to criticize (unfairly, as Plato’s 
airi év éavr7 shows) the definition (accepted by Plato, Phi/ebus 34 B) 
of dvdprnots as = pvnuns avddnys. He points out that this is possible 
by a fresh exercise of aioOnous or paOnors, and that these, though they 
lay the basis of memory, cannot synchronize with it, for memory 
implies that “me has elapsed since the aic@nois or pabyors took place. 
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he doesnot But when the chain of memory has been temporarily 
pe broken, we may re-unite its parts in either of two ways. 
of remi- We may by an effort of recollection recall the vanished 
Distinction ideas required for knowledge of the past experience— 
pene whether alcOnows or wabnors. But it is also possible for us 
periencing to repeat this experience itself. Such repetition, however, 
cme would not be reminiscence. It would, indeed, be our sole 
resource if the ideas had absolutely vanished : if we o longer 
remembered. Reminiscence, however, properly takes place 
only when the vanished ideas are recalled by the activity 
of an internal impulse or spring, over and above any external 
means of recalling them. When a man recollects, this 
implies that he was able somehow of himself, and without 
appealing to anything outside himself, to proceed onwards 
to the goal of his effort; to recover the wished-for idea. 
When he is unable to do this, he simply has no memory 
of the fact or experience. Heno longer remembers. When 
he can do this, i.e. when, proceeding by internal activity, 
he reaches the missing idea, he recollects in the proper 
sense, and his full memory of the experience ensues, or is 
revived’. If I have to see a face again in order to form 
an idea of it, I do not remember it, and therefore cannot, 
try as I will, recollect’ it. If 1 can recollect it) thenitne 
idea of it recurs after the effort of reminiscence, and so 
I again remember it®. So if I have to relearn a lesson 
by having recourse to my book or my teacher; or if I have 
to go through the forms of calculation by which I first 
made a discovery, in order to recall the discovery to mind, 
I do not thereby recollect. I recover my memory of the 


1 451% 4 rodr’ gore kal rére TO dvaptpvyoKecbat Tov elpnuéver te’ Td dé 
pvnjpovever cupBatver kal 4 (So Bich!) pwvqpy dxoAovbet. These last words, 
which have perplexed some persons, merely convey the idea of the 
revival of memory as contingent on the act of successful reminiscence. 
It must be borne in mind that memory is not only the Zrzzs but also the 
posterius of reminiscence. 

* The terms peprjcba and prjpn have a tendency to ambiguity, since 
each may be used of its object either durdyec or evepyeia. Potential 
penn is the presupposition of successful dvduvnos ; actual prjun is its 
result or seguel; cf. dxodovdei, last note. 
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lesson indeed ; but not according to the conditions of re- 
collection: not by means of the ‘ further internal spring 1.’ 


§ 43. Given the internal spring, however, acts of remi- Se 
niscence are facilitated by the natural law that the xyes BLO 


left in = i i i i of ideas. 
e our organs by sense-perception (in which the ideas mivegs dee 


which we wish to recall, or the davtdcpyara with which they naturally 


: soya : follow one 
are associated, must have originated) tend to reproduce sha Ghee 


themselves in a regular order of succession whenever they in regular 
i ; : order. This 
return to consciousness. The order in which they do so jvaer is 


depends mainly on the objective order of the sensible either 
necessary 


experiences by which they were generated. There are orhabitaal. 


movements in nature which are followed by others accord- ees 


ing to necessary mechanical law. Such, however, is not on which 


the case with the mnemonic movements. These follow the gepends 


law of custom; i.e. they ¢ezd to succeed one another in follow the 
. latter 
a certain order, and do so succeed as a general rule. If the order. 


connexion between antecedent and consequent among our ee 


Kwyoers were necessary, then whenever the antecedent came connexion 


up the consequent would follow invariably, and efforts of ines 


recollection would be superfluous’. It is with the move- in treating 
: : nee of remi- 
ments whose succession is customary that reminiscence has to jiscence 


do, and with these, therefore, we are here chiefly concerned. noae - 
ects O 


The effects of habituation or custom vary with the habitua- 


various types of mind. Some are impressed by ku.vijoeis acipeaets 


in a single experience more firmly than others by several connexion 


1 451> 8 def ody Siadéepew 76 avapipyyoKerbat TovTwy, kal évotons TAclovos 
dpx‘is 4 ef fs pavOdvovery avapipyyoKer Oat. 

* Themistius (Sophonias), who illustrates the ‘necessary connexion’ 
by the relation of the idea of Aeaf to that of ve, &c., seems to miss the 
purpose of the distinction made here by Aristotle. What the latter really 
means is to deprecate the notion that we can expect in the succession 
of internal xwyoers that invariableness which we find in many of the 
movements of nature. Therefore, in 451> 11, méuxey 9 kivnows de 
yever Oar pera rnvde seems to express a general law applying to merely 
physical as well as to psychical xevyoes ; only that while in the former 
it is often true é& dvayxns, in the latter it holds merely é0e (see 452” 1-3). 
Reminiscence for Aristotle implies voluntary effort. Taking the passage 
as Themistius does, I fail to understand how the succession of xiv7joets 
é& dvdykns could be relevant to the explanation of efforts at reminiscence. 
If dvdyxn operated, voluntary efforts would be needless. 
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vary with repeated experiences. The effects of custom vary also 
eres with the nature of the experience. There are experiences 


aan which we never forget when once they have occurred to 
sa rule, i i 

frequency us, One single occurrence sufficing to produce a firm con- 
ch tee nexion between the successive xiwwjoers. Other experiences 
confirms require to be frequently repeated before a firm connexion 
custom ° . . ° 

and custom is produced, The rule is that the connexion is strengthened 


oe ie in proportion to the frequency of the experience. What we 

secon 2 c i 5 

nature, | Often rehearse in our minds we easily and quickly recollect, 
custom becoming as it were a second nature. 


Process of | When a person sets himself to recollect something he 


pe, may for a while fail, but afterwards succeed. His pro- 
at re- cedure is like that of one searching for something lost. 
collection 


described. After exciting many trains of movements he at last rouses 
that particular train in which the idea which he desires 
to recall is to be found. Recollection depends upon our 
exciting some xivnois which has a customary connexion 
with that one which we want to revive. When it succeeds, 
it reinstates 7” consciousness the required sequence of ideas. 


The case of When we make the voluntary attempt to recollect we act 
involuntary caer : : 
revival | Upon these principles; but even when we recover ideas in- 


eee voluntarily (as we may do) the process is similar: the kines 
the same and ideas following the order which the objective events of 
ole which they are the representatives pursued. In our voluntary 


ae efforts, therefore, availing ourselves of this known fact, we 
Se deliberately ‘hunt up’ (@npedouev) the order of succession, 


as ae endeavouring to come as near as we can to what this was 
1dea. ee 


of a ‘good in objective experience. We start the train of reminiscence 


? . . °,° . 
start. . either from a present intuition !, or from some other, which 
Connexion ? 


of ideas by promises to carry us whither we wish to go. We may 
‘milarit . : ‘ : 
contrarisy, DEgin with a xivnows (representative movement) ke the 


contiguity one we seek, or contrary to it, or contiguous to it®. The 
Srtimey Kumoes of its Lik ifically identical wi 
or time), woes of its ke are specifically identical with those of 
? For what follows vide 451» 18-23. 
> The contiguity directly referred to here is. probably that of space: 
yet contiguity in the time order is not excluded. For though we have been 
told that in this order the former xivnats recalls the latter, yet we are not 
debarred from reversing the process. We can even start as has just been 
said do rov viv, which would necessarily imply ‘ hunting’ backwards. 
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that which we seek to revive; those of its contrary are 
concomitant with them; while those of the contiguous idea 
form part of a whole of movements set up by both, so 
that but a portion of this whole remains to be revived}. 
Whether we recollect by voluntary effort, or the idea 
comes back to us without our making or after we have 
ceased to make? the effort, the psychical process is just 
the same. The succession of ideas is generally determined 
in one of these three ways. In order to illustrate the 
psychical process there is no need to refer to remote cases, 
or those in which the links in the series of xwoeis are very 
numerous. The simplest cases will serve for illustration. 
The cardinal fact is that the xwwyoes have a regular order 
which they tend to follow, corresponding to the order in 
which the alc@jpara, or sensible impressions, on which they 
are based took place. 

Therefore, in trying to revive a vanished idea °, one should 
choose as his starting-point the deginning of the train of 
ideas in which it is likely to be found. When this is done 
reminiscence proceeds most easily and quickly. As the 
sequence of the xwwjoers corresponds to the objective sequence 
of events to which they refer, we should try to think of some 
event in this latter series. Thus a xlynovs representing the 
forgotten event is likely to be aroused. Well arranged facts Facts 
like those of mathematics are, owing to the regularity of logically 


well-ar- 


their sequence, easily remembered, and as they are easily ranged, as 
= those of 
remembered, so they are easily recollected. On the con- wathe- 


trary, confused ill-digested experiences are difficult to matics, 


- easily 
remember, and once forgotten equally difficult to recollect, recalled to 
mind; ill- 


1 Thus the picture of Socrates with its specifically identical ‘ move- arranged 
ments’ calls up the idea of Socrates himself; the idea of black recalls ™atters 
that of white, the xvjoeas of the one being habitually concurrent in ee : ee 
the mind with those of the other. The idea of a thing seen in a recollect. 
certain place together with something else recalls the latter to mind ; 
as also the idea of one of two events synchronously perceived recalls 
that of the other event. 

2 For this case, see 453° 18. 

3 j,e. one which has disappeared from the field of consciousness, 
not one which has absolutely passed away and which we no longer 


remember. 


What 
constitutes 
a good 
starting- 
point for 
recollec- 
tion : 
anything 
that puts 
our ideas 
‘in train’ 
for the 
terminus 
at which 
we wish 
to arrive. 
The same 
starting- 
point 
which at 
one time 
serves, at 
another 
fails us. 
This due 
(a) to the 
inherent 
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or bring back to memory. But the chief thing is to select 
a good starting-point. 

§ 44. Such a starting-point may be anything whatever 
which has a customary connexion with the idea to be recalled. 
Hence the surprisingly strange suggestiveness of some things 
in reviving in our minds ideas with which at first they seem 
to have nothing to do1. But the connexion is always real 
nevertheless. Thus from the thought of z/k one’s mind 
passes to the thought of whz¢e, from this to that of mzst?, 
from which it goes on to mozst (sypév), upon which it recalls 
autumn, if this happens to be a season which one seeks to 
recollect °. The central point in a series also forms a good 
beginning for the attempt at recollection. If one who 
starts from this does not succeed, he probably has no 
further chance. He has totally forgotten what he wishes 
to remember. 

It happens, however, that starting from the same initial 
point one sometimes succeeds and at other times fails in the 
effort to recollect. A reason (a) of this may be that from 


1 T am inclined to read, after Sir William Hamilton, dn’ ardor, 
452% 13, instead of amd témwv which makes doxodor unintelligible. 

2 én’ dépa. The colour of anp (misty air, fog) is distinctively white for 
Aristotle: the dnp in them is what causes the whiteness of foam and 
snow. Cf. 78626; Prantl, Avzs¢. Tepi Xpwpdroy, p. 105. 

5 Cf. Keats, Autumn, ‘Season of mzsts and mellow fruitfulness.’ 
With this illustration may well be compared that given by Hobbes for 
a similar purpose. The passage occurs in his Leviathan, i. 3, and is 
quoted by Sir W. Hamilton in his excellent note on the history of 
mental association printed at the end of his edition of the works of Reid 
(Edinburgh, 1849): ‘And yet in this wild ranging of the mind, a man 
may oft-times perceive the way of it, and the dependence of one 
thought upon another. For in a discourse of our present civil war, what 
could seem more impertinent, than to ask, as one did, what was the value 
of a Roman penny? Yet the coherence to me was manifest enough. 
For the thought of the war introduced the thought of the delivering 
up of the King to his enemies; the thought of that brought in the 
thought of the delivering up of Christ; and that again the thought of 
the thirty pence, which was the price of that treason; and thence easily 
followed that malicious question ; and all this in a moment of time; 
for thought is quick.’ Sir W. Hamilton’s observation that in this 
whole doctrine of association of ideas and reminiscence Hobbes is an 
alter ego of Aristotle is literally true. 
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one and the same point his mind may chance to move in fortuitous- 


F ness which 
any one of several trains of kwoes. One may make sure j, even 


of his point of departure, but cannot always be certain of more a 
nounced 1n 


the direction in which he shall subsequently move. When the realm 


one starts, intending to reach a certain terminus, if his mind ead 


chances not to move in the former or old?! path leading the realm 


. ae v1. of nature ; 
thither, it is borne by custom to some more familiar (3) to the : 


terminus. For, as we have said before, custom in these Seapine of 
. ike istractin 
matters is a second nature; and frequency of repetition associa- . 


produces ‘naturalness’ of sequence in our xwyoes. But as Se 


in objective nature events occur which are unnatural or due tend to 


. : draw one’s 
to chance, we can easily see how in the sphere of custom thouchis 


irregularities are to be expected. Indeed they should occur out of the 
5 de ‘ : ’ t 
a fortiori in the latter sphere, since in this natural law has track. 


less control. Such is a true explanation (sc. by reference to 
tvxn) of facts like that above-mentioned. If, however, (0) 
there happens to be some intervening cause which diverts 
our thoughts from their true direction, and, as it were, 
switches them off towards itself, such failure to recollect is 
more easily and obviously accounted for. So when we wish 
to recollect a name, it often happens that some other name 
beginning with the same sounds carries our thoughts off to 
itself, and we either pronounce this wrong name, or blunder 
upon some compound which is a jumble of both together °. 
§ 45. But, in trying to recollect an experience (object Impor- 
or event), nothing is of so much importance* as knowing (27% a 


knowing 
the time of the experience, either determinately or inde- the time 


1 452° 24-30, av ovv py dd madatod (Bekker) gives the correct sense. 
The same three or four initial notes may form the commencement of 
a variety of tunes. Thus I have heard a person sing a few notes and 
then ask—‘ What song am I thinking of?’ The different answers given 
show how easily one’s ‘ mental ear’ may go off in a wrong series of 
notes, before hitting upon the right series in which a few notes more 
would infallibly recall the required tune. 

% 452 29 seqq. émel & ev rois pices yiverat kai mapa pvow Kai amd riyns, 
éru waddov ev rois dt’ €Oos, ots pots ye 7 Spoiws imdpxe. Imperfect 
as was Aristotle’s conception of ‘natural law,’ yet, for the above 
interpretation of pias, cf. V. £. 1103% 19-23 (Stewart). 

’ Themistius (Sophonias) gives as examples of such words M\evpovia 
(in Aetolia) and meupiris, Aewpavns and Acwadevns. * 452 7-45 3° 4. 


of what 
we wish to 
recollect. 


Distance 
in time 
is marked 
in our 
imagina- 
tions like 
distance 
in space. 
Memory 
is ‘vision 
in time.’ 


Function 
of the 
time-mark 
in discrimi- 
nating 
between 
pavTa- 
opara in- 
trinsically 
alike, and 
so giving 
them their 
correct 
respective 
relations 
(to objects) 
as wv7pHO- 
yevpata. 
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terminately. For the faculty whereby we remember is 
that by which we perceive and estimate lapse of time. 
It is also that by which! we cognize distances in space, 
and magnitudes in general*, The mode in which we 
perceive distances in time is analogous to that in which 
we perceive distances in space: i.e, by representative 
xwioes within us. We have ‘ within our minds’ a distance- 
k(vynots*, i.e. one which represents or stands for the objec- 
tive distance; and so, too, we have a time-xivyovs similarly 
related to the objective time elapsed. As several objective 
space or time distances are to one another, so are the sub- 
jective space or time «woes, which represent them, to one 
another. But besides these xiwyoers, which symbolize the 
time and space distances, we have ‘in our minds’ xwycets 
corresponding to the forms * (ef5n) of the objective experiences 
themselves which are projected at such distances. Now, 
if these experiences are to be properly and fully recollected, 
it is of cardinal importance that the xww#oes which ‘formally’ 
represent them should be duly connected in consciousness 
with their time-«iwjces. By the aid of the latter we not 
only recall the experiences themselves but also distinguish 
experiences which may be intrinsically similar. If two non- 
synchronous experiences have been in themselves exactly 
alike, the xiw7joers whigh survive the apprehension of their 
forms are exactly alike. For recollection, therefore, these 
experiences would be indistinguishable, were it not that 
they have annexed to them different time-xiwjces, by which 
they are respectively assigned to their separate positions 
in the series of past experiences. They are ‘ dated’ and thus 
saved from being confounded with one another in memory. 
The time-«ifvnows, therefore, is most fruitful for reminiscence 
if we have it to start with when we make the effort to 
remember an experience. By its close association with 
the «ldos of the object or event it is of the utmost service 


? Probably émep should be read for dcmep 452° 9, 

? In what here follows memory is for Aristotle, what it is for Ribot, 
vision in time. 

* This is all that had been suggested by Aristotle or his predecessors 
for explaining the perception of distance. * ef8n: sc. ra Gvev DAns. 
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for reviving this ¢fdos in consciousness, and recalling the Note on 

: : Aristotle’ 
event itself to mind. Nor can we remember a past eas 
experience in the full sense until, besides envisaging it, matic 


5 F A A - : illustration 
we likewise connect it with its date, i.e. fix its true place of the 
in the objective time series 1. fonction of 
the time- 


1 The passage in which Aristotle tries exactly to explain his assertion *!”77 
of the importance of ‘ knowing the time’ is 452 17-24. Biehl prints it 
thus: domep ody el ry AB BE kweirat, rovet tiv TA‘ avddoyoy yap 7 AT 
kat 7 TA, ri ody paddov thy TA f tiv ZH moet; f} os AZ mpos thy AB 
ExEL, OUTws 7 [rd] © mpos THY M éxe. ravtas ody dua kweira. dy dé rh 
ZH BovdAnrat vonoa, ry pev BE dpoiws voei, dvi d€ rev OI ras KA voet* 
avrat yap ¢xovow as ZA mpos BA. 

Grav ody dua Ff te TOU mpdyparos yivntat Kivnots Kal 4 TOD xpdvou, TéTE TH 
punun éevepyei. 

The last sentence gives the clue to the meaning of this passage as 
a whole. Here no doubt Aristotle had introduced a diagram with 
letters of the alphabet to illustrate his argument. This diagram 
perished. To suppose (with Wendland, p. 13) that the diagram given 
by Themistius (Sophonias) may be the one given by Aristotle himself is 
impossible, for the simple reason that it would have committed Aristotle 
to a geometrical blunder. The diagram, however, having been lost, the 
letters were easily corrupted. The MSS. differ widely in recording 
them. To reconstruct Aristotle’s figure we must divine his meaning 
first from the remainder of the context. The hazards of this are 
apparent. Yet it is indispensable, and needs no apology. There would 
be some satisfaction in introducing tolerable sense (even if merely 
hypothetical) into a passage which as it stands has for ages baffled 
commentators. The cardinal thought in our passage is that of 
mnemonic representation. As usual Aristotle thinks of one sense 
in particular—the sense of sight—while speaking of the procedure of 
reminiscence in reference to all sensible experiences. Like Ribot he 
holds that memory is (primarily and chiefly) wzszon in time. 

Having asserted that we distinguish longer and shorter times by the 
organ whereby we cognize different peyé6n, he briefly indicates how this 
is done, and restates his theory of perception, as basis of his theory of 
memory, by representative analogy or similarity. 

That which in the ‘ outer world’ consists of spatial objects in spatial 
relations (rd peydAa kai méppa) is, as perceived, represented ‘internally’ 
by xwnoes—psychical affections—which are (a) similar, i.e. ‘analogous’ 
to the objective experiences, and (4) related to one another as the latter 
are to one another. Between the outer or objective sphere and the 
inner or subjective which thus represents it the parallelism is complete. 
Therefore, says Aristotle, what difference does it make whether the 
mind moves in the inner or £nzows in the outer sphere? In virtue of 
the identical proportions, the ‘moving’ in the one zs the ‘knowing’ 
in the other. Applying what is thus said of perception to the ex- 


BEARE vi 


Illusions of 


memory. 
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§ 46. \A person may erroneously think ‘that he remem- 
bers, fancying that there is a time-mark or date affixed 


planation of memory and recollection, he proceeds: In the inner 
world of memory events and objects no longer perceived have their 
eidy and dwoornpara (distances in time or space) depicted in imagina- 
tion. There are within us xwhoes representing evests and others also 
representing the “es of these events. If the ‘same’ event has occurred 
twicein our experience distinct memory would require that its inner e¢3os 
should be connected with different time-«:joes, respectively analogous 
to the real time-dwoorjpara. Thus the same edos of an event may, by 
being associated. with different time-«wjoas, be capable of recalling 
different portions of past experience ; whose difference, however, would 
not be remembered but for the distinct time-«swjcves conjoined with it 
in relation to each portion. In accordance with these preconceptions 
of Aristotle’s meaning I write the passage as follows: éomep ody el tv 
AB BE xwweirat, rrocei [? voet] ryv CAT) TA’ avddoyov yap y AT TA—ri ody 
parroy mv ALTA tiv AZ ZH oci [? voc] ; i} (ort) &s 7 AB (BE) spos 
mv ALLA, otras ) © pos riy I* ravras ody dua xwetra, av Se tiv (AZ) 
ZH BovAnrat vonoat, rHy péev CAB) BE dpolws voc, avril dé rév O, I, ras 
K, A, voei* abrat yap éxovow os AB (BE) mpos AZ ZH. Strap ov» dua xré. 
2. H The figure was, as I take it, somewhat like 
this. In this triangle, divided ‘similarly, 
AB BE stands for the «los representing 
either the objective event AI'TA, ov the simi- 
lar event AZ ZH. But ne = ani therefore 
the two are distinguished by the different 
time-marks associated with their common 
«idos. When, therefore, AB BE stands for 
A AI LA it has the time-xivnars ©, corresponding 

to the objective time I; when it stands for AZ ZH, it has the time- 
mark K corresponding to the objective time A. The time-marks and 
objective times cannot be represented in the same geometrical diagram 
with the eidos and the objective events; because their distinguishing 
functions would thus be lost, and the question ri odv uadXAov would re- 
main unanswerable. Premising this, I translate: ‘As, therefore, the 
mind, if it soves subjectively through AB BE, kvows (the objective 
event) AI' I'd, since AB is to BE as AT is to YA, why does it in fact 
know AI TA rather than AZ ZH? (The answer is): because as AB 
{BE) is to A! (TA), so is 6 (the subjective time-mark of the former) to I 
(the objective time of the latter). Hence the mind moves in ¢hese lines 
(viz. AB BE, AI TA) simultaneously (i.e. it moves subjectively in the 
former, objectively in the latter ; or while moving in the one it knows 
the other, according to the principle laid down in 452> 13 riv ody 
dvoiget xrd.). But if a person wishes to think (not of AI TA, but) of 
AZ ZH, his mind moves as before (éuoiws) in the representative efdos- 
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to the ¢dvraopua before his mind. The contrary error is Conditions 
impossible. A person who really remembers something, Le a 
cannot delude himself into thinking that he does not re- Memory 
m ; - and remi- 
member this. One cannot remember without being clearly niscence 
conscious of doing so, and indeed remembering consists thet 
differences. 


essentially in such consciousness, i.e. the recognition of the Remi- 
image of a past experience as an image of the experience je. 
which it represents and which was therefore ours. The time- process of 
klyno.s may be definite or indefinite; but even the latter Rehan st 
is sufficient for genuine memory. By its help a person is pandas 
able to think and say that he remembers something as 
having taken place, though he cannot tell zeez it did so. 

Such is the account of recollection or reminiscence. It 
differs, we must observe, from memory in two respects. 
First, the latter is chronologically the prius, and logically 
the presupposition of the former. Secondly, while memory 
belongs to many of the lower animals, recollection belongs 
to man alone. The reason of this is that it is, or involves, 
a sort of inference. In recollecting a person proceeds from 
a ddvracpa before his mind to some other which he wishes 
to recall. That which he has presents a problem to be 
solved. He first reasons that it has conditions—viz. the 
circumstances under which it was generated. The major 
premiss in such inferences is that every ¢dvracpa of a cer- 
tain sort is to be connected with, and explained by, a past 
experience. The minor is: this is such a ddvracua. Having 
concluded thus, he proceeds to seek for the experience from 
which the ¢dvtracpa is derived—to trace the history of the 
gdvracpa and determine its date, or the circumstances when 
it first arose?. This mental process belongs only to those 


lines AB BE, with this difference, however, that instead of also moving 
as before in OI it moves in KA (i.e. Kivetrat pey thy K, voet b€ rHy A), 
For these (K, A) are to one another as AB BE to AZ ZH. When, 
therefore, in this way the subjective xvjoes of the experience and of 
its time concur, then, and only then, one actually and fully remembers,’ 
See Hermathena, No. xxv. pp. 459-66; Oxford Trans. of de Mem., 
notes ad doc. 

1 rd dvapipyforerOai eo oloy ovdrdoyorpds tts’ dre yap mpdrepov 
elbev i) frovoey i} re rovodroy Emabe, ovddoyiferar 6 dvapipynoKdpevos, Kal 


YQ 


That 
memory 
and remi- 
niscence 
involve a 
corporeal, 
and not 
merely a 
psychical, 
process, 
shown. 
(a) We 
continue 
involun- 
tarily 
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who are capable of rational deliberation ; for such delibera- 
tion also is or involves a sort of inference’. 

§ 47. Memory, like every function of the xown alodnors 
and of atc@nous generally, involves a corporeal as well as 
a psychical process®. Recollection, too, the search for 
a missing idea, involves a corporeal process. This is proved 
by (a) the bodily discomfort caused by fruitless and per- 
sistent efforts at recollection; and (6) by the fact that 
sometimes even after giving up the attempt to recollect 
a person suddenly remembers what he failed to recall when 
he tried. The explanation of this can only be that, after 
the voluntary effort has been given over, the process which 


or olov (yrnois ris. tovro 8 ols kal rd Bovdeurixdy brapyer, Hoe pdvors 
ovpBéBnxev (453° 10-13). 

1 gud\Aoyiopds is a term wide enough to include not only deductive 
reasoning—the element of which involved in dvduynots, though funda- 
mental, is slight—but, also inductive with the process of reasoning from 
particulars to particulars. This last is especially what takes place in 
the Gjrnots of recollection, when we proceed ‘discursively,’ turning our 
minds, so to speak, hither and thither, from point to point, until we have 
covered the area within which we think the missing idea is to be found. 
That it zs somewhere in this area we deduce from the nature of the 
ddvracpa or idea which prompts the attempt to recollect. If we did not 
make this deductive step at first: if i. e. we did not feel that we remember 
and can, if we try, perhaps recollect, we should not make the effort at 
all. Sir William Hamilton errs by taking ovA\oy:opds here as merely= 
syllogism or deductive reasoning (dmdde£ts). Aristotle by referring 
avapynots to the deliberative faculty, 76 BovAeurixdy, shows what he means. 
The function of the latter faculty is to analyse the conditions of a rédos 
(believed possible, and regarded as desirable) until ra mpds 75 réXos, 
the means, are discovered ; whereupon, if we are satisfied with them, 
we proceed to mpagis. Cf. £. M. 1112> 12-21 Bovdevdpeda 8° ov rept 
T&v TEA@Y, GANG Trepl Tov mpds Ta TEAN... "AANA Oepevor TédoOS TL, Tes Kal 
dia river €orat oxomoicat... ws dv EOwow emi rd mpdrov airiov, 6 év rH 
evpecet Exyarov eoriy’ 6 yap Bovdevdpevos ore ntetv Kai dvadvew tov 
eipypévov tpdmov Somep Sidypappa. Thus the (yrnois, which from the 
end analyses the means in the case of BovAevais, proceeds, in that of 
avdpyyots, to analyse from the ¢davracya (whatever starts us off thinking) 
the conditions in which it originated, i.e. to remember the event which 
is related to our ¢avracua. The explanations given by Themistius 
(Soph.) and other old commentators may be disregarded. 

? It may be mentioned here and should have been stated earlier, 
that all xvyces properly belong to body, and only metaphorically, or 
kata supBeBnkds, to puxn. Cf. de Anima, i. 3. 406% 11 seqq. 
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it set up still continues, and that this process is one which trying to 


; recollect 
goes on in the body. Such persistence of a corporeal oOo? cter 


process independently of, or in spite of, the will is not we have 
° r es made up 
uncommon in persons of the ‘melancholic’ temperament. ou; minds 


Just as one who throws a stone cannot by a mere effort to cease 
of will stop its course when once it has left his hand, so (6) Sach 

: : . :_. involun- 
one who sets the process of recollection going excites, in tay efforts 
the part of the body which (as will be seen) is the seat of sometimes 
memory (as of xowwy aic@nots), a corporeal process consisting a a a 


of a train of xivjoers among which somewhere the idea to be rial eee 
recalled has its own place. The discomfort above alluded gaeroence 


to is felt particularly by those who have much moisture ee 
around or in the region or seat of sense-perception}. When did not 
this moisture has been set moving, it is not easily restored Sse 
to rest. It keeps on until the missing idea is found, where- tions of this 
upon or in which event it ‘finds a straight path’ for itself, ee 
and lapses into quiescence*. So when strong excitement pes 
such as fear or anger has stirred a person, he may struggle mental 
to subdue his emotions, but they refuse to be allayed, and Ee 
continue for a while to resist all the efforts of his will. So, 
too, it is with us when some popular air or cant expression 
has become inveterate on our lips. We endeavour to forgo 
the air or the expression, but in vain. It returns again and 
again, and we find ourselves humming the forbidden tune 
or uttering the prohibited phrase before we have time to 
check ourselves. 

§ 48. What—in Aristotle’s* theory—is the relation of the Relation 
so-called ‘outer’ senses to the ‘inner, or sensus communis? % Sr 


Do processes. of sense complete themselves in the special to ah 
senses? Or is each affection of the latter something merely ee, 


inchoate and requiring to be completed in the central office beat 


of the sexsus communis? There are advocates of both views. cleared 
In favour of the second it may be said that the more ?.>y 


1 epi rov alcOnrixdv térov: is this the seat of special or of general himself. 
sense? 

2 as dv éraverbn 7d (nrovpevoy Kal evOuropyan 1 Kivnots. 

8’ For what follows in this paragraph, cf. C. Baumker, of. cit, 
pp. 78-82, and J. Neuhaduser, A77zstoteles’ Lehre von dem sinnlichen 
LErkenntnissvermogen und seinen Organen, pp. 60-70. 
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narrowly we scrutinize the details of special perception the 
more we find it dependent on the activity of the sensus 
communis. The different species of the genus which falls 
under each outer sense must, in order to be distinguished 
and compared, come under the ken of the inner sense. 
This is plain from the argument of de Semsu vii (447° 6-21), 
where it is urged that each sensory dvvayis is capable only 
of one évépyera at one time, and that, therefore, no one sense 
can perceive more than one even of its proper objects at one 
time. The aid of the ‘common sense’ has to be invoked, 
if any two objects, even the évavria of a single sense, such as 
white and black, are to be perceived together. 

In favour of the first may be quoted the many passages 
in which each atcOnots is defined as a ddvayis xpitixy, having 
under it (like each émorijun) a province of its own, whose 
content forms one genus, consisting of a plurality of speczes. 
Such passages seem to negative the view that each special 
atc@no.s is incapable of perceiving its object without the 
aid of the common or central sense. Other passages may 
be added bearing rather on the physiological relation 
between the inner and outer senses, Thus we read! that 
the objects of sense produce a sensation in each sensory 
organ, and the affection generated by the object remains 
in this organ even after the object that produced it has 
departed. We read? that the affection is in the sensory 
organs not only at first while they are perceiving, but even 
when they have ceased to do so—in them both deep down 
and at the surface of the organ; that 4 there are presenta- 
tive movements (kiw7oers pavractixal) in the sensory organs 
(év rots alcOntyplos). It may be urged that the affections 
thus referred to are only physiological facts which do not 
attain to their psychological meaning until they reach the 
central organ and are ‘informed’ by the xow? aicOnows. Or 
we may expect it to be said, according to a passage of 
Aristotle *, that the soul has to ‘move outwards’ to them, 
as in recollection, in order to impart to them their meaning. 
Yet this will not get rid of such assertions as that®5 


* 459% 24-7, 7% 459>5. 8 46298. = 4 go8P 15-18. © 426 8, 
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‘each aloOnots has its own aloOyrdy subjected to it, while 
it (the alodnors) subsists in its organ gua organ’; and that! 
‘aloOnors in all animals is engendered in the homogeneous 
parts’ (i.e. the aic@nrjpia). Moreover, when Aristotle argues 
that odpg is not the true organ of touching, but is related 
to the latter (the heart), as the external translucent medium 
is to the organ of vision (xépn), the analogy would lose its 
whole point if the pupil itself were not the organ of vision. 
Again *, Aristotle describes the stimulation of the eye gua 
diaphanous as being 8pacis—actual seeing, which would 
seem to prove that in his opinion seeing has its seat zm the 
pupil, not merely that it is effected through it. The passage® 
in which he draws a parallel between 6 dpOadyés and 16 
(@ov, making the dys of the former answer to wvx7 in the 
latter, while the eyeball corresponds to the oéya, seems to 
point to the same conclusion; especially when he adds the 
remark that as the eye is the xépyn plus visual power (dys), 
so the wux7 and the céua make up the (@ov*, Thus it would 
seem that seeing completes itself in the eye, not in the 
central organ; from which it is of course permissible to 
reason by analogy that the other senses do likewise. 

If, therefore, the special senses (with the exception of 
touching) have separate peripheral seats, each must have 
a kind of independent office. This, however, can only 
be a qualified and relative sort of independence. For the 
consciousness of one’s sense-perceptions and the distinction 
and comparison of the data of the different senses can only 
take place by means of the central sense, the head-office 
of the special senses, to which these are related as its 
contributors®, When, however, we inquire more closely 
into the nature of this relationship of outer and inner sense, 
to discover how they are united while yet divided, we can 
receive from Aristotle no assurance that he had ever cleared 
up this matter even for himself. A psychology completed 


1 647% 2 seqq, Se Bo) 3. 

5 412> 18 seqq. 

4 413° 2 domep 6 dpbadrpds 1) xdpy Kal H Oyis, Kaxet ux?) Kal rd dpa 
Td (gor. 5 4698 4-12. 
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on his lines might provide the answer to the question ; but 
he has not supplied it. 

§ 49. The clue to the organ of the central sense seems 
to lie in Aristotle’s treatment of the organ of the sense of 
touching. For this sense can exist without any of the other 
senses (even without its modification, tasting); while none 
of the others can exist apart from it'. Now the organ of 
touching is not what it seems to most at first sight to be, 
viz. the flesh of the body. The apérov alcOnrnpiov of touch 
is something in the interior*. The superiority which man 
enjoys over the other animals he owes to the fineness of his 
sense of touch’. This testifies implicitly to the connexion 
between the organ of touch and that of the central sense. 
But the connexion is directly stated. The organ by whose 
function we distinguish white from sweet is a bodily part con- 
nected with all the special organs of sense, but especially with 
that of touch, on which all depend for their existence *. Thus 
what we were led to expect from the fact that touching is 
the primary sense, by which animal is distinguished from 
infra-animal life®, turns out to be true, to a considerable 

? 415 3. 

2 422> 21-423” 23, 426 15 4 capé ovk eore td €oxarov alaOnrnptov: 
656° 35 ovk €ort 76 mpa@rov aicOnrnpioy 7 aps Kal 1d ToLovToy pdptov, GAN’ 


évrés. The mparov aicOnrnpiov and the éoyaroy are the same thing looked 
at from different standpoints. 

3 421% 22, 494» 12-18, 

4 455% 22 rovro 8 dua to darixe pariod’ tmdpxet. 

° With this dictum of Aristotle that touch is the primary sense, 
Dr. Ogle compares the words of John Hunter: ‘Touch is the first 
sense, because no animal that has a sense (as far as I know) is without 
it, while there are many animals without the others’; and again, 
‘Touch I call the first sense; it is the simplest mode of receiving im- 
pressions; for all the other senses have this of touch in common with 
the peculiar or specific; and most probably there is not any part of 
the body but what is susceptible of simple feeling or touch’ (J. H., 
Museum Cat. iii. 53, 51). Dr. Ogle resists the temptation to find in this 
view of Aristotle the theory that the higher sensibilities have been 
‘evolved by gradual differentiations of parts, originally endowed in 
common with the rest of the body with sensibility to resistance and 
temperature, both of which are included by Aristotle under touch; in 
other words, that the remaining special senses are but modifications of 
touch or general sensibility.’ He resists this natural temptation be- 
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extent. For even if Aristotle nowhere expressly identifies 
the organ of touch with the xowédv (or mpdrov, or xvp.ov) 
aic@nrjpiov of perception, they are certainly for him most 
intimately associated. This central organ was the heart or 
the region of the heart. 

§ 50. Plato and Alcmaeon had taught that the drain was The heart, 


the organ of intelligence. Aristotle deliberately rejects Eee 


this view*. Plato looked upon the brain as an enlarged for Aris- 


portion of the spinal marrow; Aristotle declared it to be sense 


something quite different®. The brain, says Aristotle*, is central 3 
s : oq eye sense an 
itself as much without sensibility as the blood or any of intelli- 


the secretions (Somep ériody rSv nepirtwpdrwy); and there- sence (at 
least so far 


fore cannot be the cause of sensations. The connexion as the 


which the brain has, or seems to have, with the eyes or noe 


ears proves nothing to the contrary. The mépor from brain on gay 
“ Tao ° 
to eye conduct not sensory currents, but only the moisture Why 


which, as internal diaphanous medium, is essential to the xdpy. Amstotle 
‘ : ' rejected 


Though he says® that a vein leads from the brain to the the brain 


ear, yet he does so with a certain looseness of expression ; . ae 


for in the previous line® he had stated that there is no 
mépos from the inner ear to the brain, but that there is one 
from it to the roof of the mouth or palate. Hence in the next 
line he must be understood to refer to what he elsewhere 


cause in de Sens. ch. 4 this latter view which was held by Demo- 
critus is repudiated by Aristotle. Touch, thinks Dr. Ogle, was for 
Aristotle the primary sense; rst, because it is the most universally 
distributed, no animal being without it; secondly, because by it we are 
able to recognize the four primary qualities of matter, ot, cold, solid, 
Siuid—Oeppsv, ruxpdv, Enpdv, vypdv. What Dr. Ogle says is most true; 
yet it is hard to suppose that Aristotle—the pioneer, in general terms, of 
the theory of evolution not only physical, but physiological and psycho- 
logical—should in this particular application of his theory, have failed 
to recognize it, or have denied its truth simply because it was a doctrine 
of Democritus. However, we have only to do with the facts as 
Aristotle himself states them. Cf. Dr. Ogle, Trans. of Arist. de Part. 
An., notes, pp. 169-70, and SENSATION IN GENERAL, § 23. 

1 All doubt on this question had vanished for Galen, thanks to the 
anatomical discoveries of Herophilus and Erasistratus. Cf. Galen. de 
Placit. Hipp. et Plat. § 644 seqq. 

2 656" 17 seqq. 8 6525 24 seqq. * 656 23 seqq. 

5 492° 20. ®. 4928 19, 
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speaks of as a vein not extending to the brain, but to the 
membrane (yfvyé) surrounding this!, In this membrane 
there is a network of veins with fine and pure blood 
running through them ; while there is no blood in the brain 
itself. Dr. Ogle sums up (substantially, and almost verbally) 
as follows Aristotle’s reasons for rejecting the brain theory. 
He did so— 

‘(a) Because the brain is insensible to external mechanical 
stimulation *. If the brain of a living animal be laid bare, 
the hemispheres may be cut without any signs of pain 
whatever, and without any struggling on the part of the 
animal—a difficulty which was impenetrable to Aristotle. 

(2) Because he could find no brain or anything apparently 
analogous to a brain in any of the invertebrata except in 
the cephalopods °, the cephalic ganglia in the other animals 
having, owing to their minute size, escaped his unaided 
vision. Yet sensation was the special characteristic of an 
animal. The absence of a brain, then, from numerous 
sentient creatures, was quite incompatible for him with the 
notion that the brain was the central organ of sensation. 

(c) Because he erroneously regarded the brain as blood- 
less, as also did Hippocrates; and all experience taught him 
that those parts alone were sensitive that contained blood +. 

(d) Because he thought it manifest to inspection that 
there is no anatomical connexion between the brain and 
sense-organs ®, 

(¢) Because he believed himself to have good grounds 
for supposing another part, viz. the heart, to be the sensory 
centre.’ 

Why § 51. The same author summarizes also the reasons for 
Sie which Aristotle held the heart to be the sensory centre :— 
So orale ‘(a) He thought he discovered connecting links between 
aetiehene the sense-organs and the heart. This he took to be 
asthe obviously the sense-organ of touch and taste; while the 


organ of 


central other organs were connected by ducts with the blood- 
ene vessels, and therefore ultimately with the heart ®. 


uel 1 495° 7. 3 656 23 seqq., 520" 16. 5 652> 23-6. 
* 514% 18, 656% 20, 5 514° 19. 8 7815 20seqq., 469% 4-23. 
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(6) The heart is the centre of the vascular system and 
of the vital heat}. 

(c) The heart is the first part to enter into activity, and 
the last to stop work (primum vivens ultimum moriens); 
therefore, probably the seat of sensibility—the essential 
characteristic of animal life*. 

(d) The heart’s action is augmented or diminished when 
intense pleasure or pain is felt. 

(e) Loss of blood causes insensibility. 

(7) The heart has the central position in the body 3, 
which seemed to fit it to be the organ of central sense ‘.’ 

For these reasons then Aristotle satisfied himself that 
the heart is the central sense-organ. He held that, in all 
sanguineous animals, the centre of control over the sensory 
operations is situated in this organ (sc. the heart). The 
kowwdv alcOnthpiov, to which all the particular alc@nripia 
are subordinated, must be in the heart. Two particular 
senses we plainly see to converge towards it: those of 
touching and tasting. Hence we may infer that the others 
likewise do so.... Apart from these considerations, if in 
all animals the life-process is centred in this organ, it 
follows clearly that the origin of sense-perception is there 
also®, The heart is the principle of motion gwa consisting 
of heterogeneous parts; and of sensation, gua consisting of 
simple (=homogeneous) parts °, 

§ 52. The heart being thus the xowdv alcOnrijpiov, the 
blood, though itself without sensation, plays a most im- 
portant part in connexion with sensation. Its vessels are 
the channels whereby sensory kwyoes are conveyed from 

1 4789 29, 458° 14. * 479° I. 

$ 666% 14 seqq., 467° 28 seqq. 

4 Vide Dr. Ogle’s translation of the work Oz the parts of Animals, 
with his notes thereto, pp. 168-9, 172-3. His commentaries on the 
physiological portions of this work, and on the latter half of the Parva 
Naturalia, are of the greatest service to ‘mere scholars,’ whose con- 


fidence in his scientific authority is not diminished by his evidently 
thorough acquaintance with the language and writings of Aristotle. 

5 469% 4-23. sslet ' 

® 647% 27 dvaykaioy 7 pev eats Sextixdy tmavrav tov alcOnray, Trav 
dmv eivat popiwy, 7 S€ Kunrixdy kal mpaxtixdy, TOY dvopovopepav. 
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sense with the special or peripheral to the central or general sense- 


the general ee sie 5 : 
organ for Organ. The principal passages containing information 


the media- respecting this function of the blood-vessels are found in 


searolan the third chapter of the tract de Jnsomn., which deals with 


Petween the way in which, from residuary movements continuing in 
etween 


them. The the sensory organs after alc@no.s, ‘appearances’ arise in 
agency of . : : 5 F 

the blood COMSciousness, not only in waking moments but in time 
inthis of sleep. The residuary movements are conveyed inwards 


connexion. : : aie 
Isitthe from the special organ—their origin and home, when not 


ae actualized or ‘in consciousness ’—to the central organ. ‘We 

vehicle of A : : : : 

sense im- must suppose,’ he says, ‘that, like the little eddies which are 

eons for ever being formed in rivers, the sensory movements are 

only acon- processes continuous but distinct from one another ... 
itant : : n 

which may When one is asleep, according as the blood subsides + and 


an ee as retires inwards towards its fountain, these residual move- 
well as ° ee 
farther ments whether potential or actual accompany it inwards ?. 


Se They are so related that, if anything has caused some par- 
At all ticular movement in the blood, some given psychic movement 
events to 


favour comes to the surface, emerging from it °, while, if this fails, 


sensory another takes its place. They are to one another like 
processes . . ° . . 4 ° 
the blood Certain toys consisting of artificial frogs* submerged in 


ey an water, which rise in a fixed succession to the surface, 
Ol an 


pure. according as the various quantities of salt, which keep 
them severally submerged, become successively dissolved, 
and so release them® from their submersion.’ The move- 
ment of Aeat in the blood, however, interrupts the course 
of the sensory movement ®, Hence the more exact kinds 

1 4619 8, 464° 8 seqq. 

* The potential are those which have been already in consciousness, 
but have sunk into latency, the actual are, we must suppose, the 
waking perceptions which accompany us into the land of sleep: those 
which have not yet ceased to affect consciousness, or keep occurring 
up to the moment when sleep supervenes. 

3 461» 14 é& avrod, sc. Tod alparos. 

* Sorep of merdacpevor Barpaxot of dndvres ev tH Vdate tyKopevov Tov 
é\és. Some well-known invention—possibly for the amusement of chil- 
dren—of the time is referred to. So Kant refers to Vaucanson’s ‘ duck,’ 

° For the function of the blood in disseminating xivjces, cf. Plato, 
Tim. 70 A seqq. and § 18, p. 271 supra. 

® 656” 5 exxdnres yap 7 Tis ev TO aipart Oepudryros kivnots Thy alcOntiKyy 
evépyeiay. 
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of sensation are necessarily conveyed through the parts 
which have in them the purer and cooler blood’. These, 
therefore, are in the head near the brain which cools the 
blood in the small vessels that traverse the membrane 
surrounding it. Unconsciousness results from compression 
of the ‘ veins of the neck*.’ Probably Aristotle would have 
accounted for this by the interruption of the course of the 
alcO@nrixy évépyera through these veins towards the heart. 

§ 53. But in the conveyance of sensory effects from the The real 
outer organs, besides the blood, another agency has to be (8"°Y 


the trans- 


taken into account, namely the ‘connatural spirit’ (evuduror mission of 
a : . sensory 1m- 
mvedpa). ‘The organ of smelling and that of hearing are premioun 


mépot which are in connexion with the outer air, and are sales 


full of connatural spirit®.’ The aépos of the organ of the central 
: : ° * ° : organ is 
hearing terminates in the region where in some animals the probably 


pulsation of the connatural spirit, in others the process of res- the ovp- 
piration, is located‘, i.e. in the heart or the ‘part analogous®,’ 9770", 


For Aristotle's curious explanation of the process of learning The sid ee 
° ° . . connecte 
from dictation, based on the connexion of dxo7 with the with the 


oippurov mvedua (or at least with the veda), see HEAR- ses of 


pet aes 3 hearing 
ING, § 26, p. 120. This connatural spirit is found in all and ee 
animals. The vital heat resides in it; and its dpx7 is in alee 
the heart. also those 
connected 


The question is how we are to understand the relation with 


£ oe : seeing) 
between this connatural spirit and the blood in the vessels Coates 


with regard to the conveyance of sensory effects from the meiya. If 


outer organs to the heart. We may understand the zépou ae 


»y which the organs of seeing, hearing, and smelling are ae 
connected with the heart to be the veins; for of the nerves (apse 


or their sensory function Aristotle was ignorant. But these vessels of 
some sort), 


1 He refers to the sensations of sight, hearing and smelling: én 
8€ ras dxpiBecrépas tev alcOjoewv dia Tay Kabapwrepov éxdvT@v Td alua 
popiay dvayxaioy axpiBearépas yiyverOa, 656? 3. 

2 455>7. Such unconsciousness is to be distinguished, says Aristotle, 
from that of sleep. 

37449 19 & Boppnors Kal 7 akon... mAnpets GUUpiTo mvevparos. 

4 7819 23-6 6 pev ouv THs axons (Tdpos)... 7 TO mvedpa TO GUmpuTOY... 
TavTn mepaivet. 


° 456% 7 seqq. 
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népot, whatever they were, conveyed in Aristotle’s opinion 
more than the blood’. We are told expressly that those 
of hearing and smelling are full of odugurov mvedpa, and 
this in such a connexion as to lead us to think that the 
nvedua is the sensory agency in them. On the other hand 
Aristotle often refers to the blood in a manner which leads 
one to suppose that he regarded it—at all events in its 
grosser form—as a mere impediment to the transmission 
of sensory impressions. It is this that, when it gathers 
around the heart in sleep, fetters 76 x¥ptov—the faculty of 


tenance of Judgment”. The residual movements in the outer sense- 


life and 
sensory 
processes 
are to be 
foundinthe 
ovppuTov 
mvevua, 


organs are liberated successively? in sleep as the blood in 
these organs is diminished. The senses that are most 
exact—dxpiBécrarai—are found in the parts where the blood- 
vessels are finest and thinnest, and where the blood is coolest 
and purest, i.e. near the brain*. Thus on the whole it would 
appear—though Aristotle has not worked his conception 
out clearly—as if he conceived the sensory effects to be 
conveyed wztk the blood, in the same vessels, but not to 
be affections of the blood itself or primarily connected 
with it, but rather with the ocvuduroy amveiya. This view 
seems decisively confirmed by one clause of a passage already 
quoted, xaridvtos Tod alyaros én rnv dpxjy cuyKarépxovtat ai 
évodoa kiwwyoes®. He had before illustrated the nature of 
the xiwioes as like eddies in a stream—domep Tas puxpas 
divas tas ev Tols motapots ywouevas. Thus it might seem 
fairly as if the xwnoes of sensation were small ‘purls’ 
in the blood, produced by the zvetya, as an interfering 
force; dependent on the blood, and furthered or restrained 
by it according to its temperature and quantity, but pre- 
serving a form and direction derived from and sustained by 


1 In the History of Animals, 496% 30, we read émdvw 8 eioly of amo ris 
kapcias mépou’ ovdeis & eort Kowvos mopos, adda dia thy cvvayw déxovrat Td 
mvevpa Kat tH Kapdia Siaréumovow. Plato, too, held that air passes 
through the blood-vessels. See Zim. 82 E. 

? 461» 27 and several other passages. 

* So I take Avdpevar, not with Neuhduser (of. cét., p. 131) as ‘losing 
their determinateness.’ 

* 461 18, 5 461% 8 seqq. 
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the wvedua. Asimilar doubt affects us as to what Plato con- 
ceived to be the exact agency in the conveyance of sensory 
impressions. Are the ¢Aé€B.a, by which in the Zzmaeus he 
represents these impressions as distributed through the 
body, agents of such distribution in virtue of the blood 
contained in them, or in virtue of the air which (according 
to Plato) they also contain? The former is the assumption 
made by Zeller’. Our difficulty with respect to Aristotle 
largely arises from his use of the ambiguous word zédpor to 
designate the vessels, or connexions generally, of the 
sensory organs. In some cases this possibly means nerves”. 
In others it certainly means blood-vessels. We are unable 
to say always which it is in any given case*. At all events 
the odvudputov svedua was conceived by him as having its 
apx7 in the heart, where also that of the blood lies. From 
this dpx7 the ovupurov mvedua diffuses vital heat throughout 
the body. The ctudvrov mvedua is different, of course, from 
the mvedua of respiration, but takes the place of the latter 
in creatures which do not respire. It was certainly, on the 
other hand, the opinion of Aristotle that the blood-vessels 
are channels of sensory processes. On the whole it seems 
probable that, while the blood in these vessels was (as 
Aristotle himself might say) ovvairiov, or a joint agent in 
the conveyance of such processes from the organs of outer 
to the organs of inner sense, the ovygurov veda held rather 
the office of airtov or principal agent. This becomes more 
probable the more we reflect on the importance of such 
mvedpa in Aristotle's biology. The ‘energetic’ factor in 
the generation of living creatures consists of mvedua. We 

1 Plato (E. Tr.), p. 429n., cf. Plato, Zz. 65 C, 67 B, 70A seqq., 77 E. 

2 The theory of ‘animal spirits,’ coursing along the nerves, which 
persisted so long even in modern psychology, dates from the con- 
nexion of mépo in this sense (which after the discovery of the function 
of nerves was natural enough) with Aristotle’s cipgutov mredua. Cf. 
p. 86, n. I supra. 

3 We must avoid the common error of supposing that Aristotle 
regarded the arteries as conveying only air. This arises from ignorance 
of the meaning of dptypia in Aristotle, for whom it was the rpayeta 


(aprnpia) or windpipe. Besides he did not even know of the difference 
between veins and arteries in the moder use of these terms, 
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are told by Aristotle that what makes seeds fruitful is 76 
Oepuov—the ‘caloric’ which they contain. This caloric, how- 
ever, is not ordinary fire, but a wvedya, or rather a natural 
substance (pvois) inherent in this rvedua; a substance like 
or analogous to the element of which the celestial bodies 
consist. The blood is thus a comparatively late formation 
in the animal economy. The zvetya is at the very origin 
of the life process; and for Aristotle the origin of life must 
contain potentially (in the case of animals) that of sense. 
Therefore if we could discover all the properties and 
functions of the cdudvrov mved4a, we should (from Aristotle’s 
point of view) have penetrated to the inmost secrets of 
sense-perception, not merely as regards the origin of the 
peodtns Or Adyos which essentially characterizes a sensory 
organ, but also as regards the means provided by nature for 
the distribution of sensory messages within the organism, 
and the conveyance of sensory impressions, from the eye 
and ear and other external senses, to the organ governing 
them all’. The ovyudurov mvedya had, for him, a primordial 
and subtle efficacy operative throughout the origin and 
development of animal existence. It was the profoundest 
cause and the most intimate sustaining agency from 
beginning to end of life and sensory power. 

mach, 736° 33-737* I mavrov pev yap €v TS omEeppare evumapxet, Sep Troret 
Yovia eivat Ta oTéppata, TO Kadovpevoy Oepydy. rodto 8 ov mip ovde 
rotavtn Svvapis éotiy, GAA 7d eurepttauBavdpevoy ev TO oT€pyare Kal év 


TO ap ode ~ A > _ i , 9 aN > ~ ~ wa 
@appode mvevpa Kal €v TS TvEvpaTL Pvats, dvddoyoy ovaa TA THY doTpeY 
oToLxeio. 
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Absent, the, how known, 311. 

Acid, how produced, 172. 

Actions, the notation (onpacia) of 
character, 125. 

Adam, J., 111. 

Aelian, 161, 162. 

After-images, negative and positive, 
76, 302-3. 

Air, all things reducible to, 141; not 
known as elastic medium of sound, 
110; cause of smelling, 131; ordin- 
ary, diaphanous, 57; do things in, 
touch one another? 193; odorons, 
138; inodorous, 142; around brain 
and in thorax, 258; in general, 
soundless, 114; hot and moist, 152; 
not = void, 113; less suitable than 
water for intra-ocular medium, 85; 
carried in the blood-vessels, 334; 
soul-atoms in, 28; source of sense 
and intelligence, 105-6; of order in 
world, 209; its colour white, 65; 
that in ear has proper motion and 
resonance, 115; air and _ water, 
ordinary media of vision, 78. 

Air-chamber, built into ear, 114. 

Air-vessels, in hearing, 105. 

Air-vibrations, 110. 

ALCMAEON, on vision, I1-13; hearing, 
93-43; smelling, 130-3; tasting, 
160; touching, 180; sensation in 
general, 203-4; sensus communis, 
251-2; 15, 49, 81, 86, 97, 158, 237, 
260, 269. 

Alexander of Aphrodisias, 16, 30, 
68, 72, 109, 130, 136, 158, 166, 168. 

Alexis, 157. 

Analogy of odours to tastes, sensible 
and physical, 145. 

ANAXAGORAS, on vision, 37-40; 
hearing, 103-4; smelling, 137-40; 
tasting, 167-8; touching, 184; sen- 
sation in general, 208-9; sensus 
communis, 256-8; 65, 237. 

Anaximenes, his air theory revived 
by Diogenes, 258. 

Animals, large compared with small 
as tegards sensory power, 103; as 
to olfactory sense, 138; the lower, 
their guide in conduct, 296; those 
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which possess have 
memory, 308. 
Antipheron of Oreus, 294, 312. 
Apperception, synthetic unity of, 280. 
Aquatic creatures, perceive odour, 148. 
Archer-Hind, Mr., 18, 24, 46, 49, 52, 
TOV VALO Mii Ag Loy 2k. 
ARISTOTLE, on vision, 56-92 ;_ hear- 
ing, 111-130; smelling, 144-59; 
tasting, 174-9; touching, 188-201; 
sensation in general, 215-49; sensus 
communis, 276-336; compared with 
Plato as regards synthesis, 276; with 
Anaxagoras and Empedocles as re- 
gards colour-theory, 65; appears to 
treat black as positive, 69; applies 
conception of form and matter to 
explain (a) relation of sonl to body, 
(6) of percipiens to percipiendum, 
216-17; attributes to each aic6nas 
the function of 7 Kown, 277; his 
confused statements as to anatomical 
connexions of organ of hearing, 122; 
criticizes Democritus on yision, 82 ; 
criticizes Plato on odours, 142-3, 
155-6; his principal objection to 
psychology of Empedocles, 253; on 
memory, 295 ; definition of pavracia, 
263; his arrangement of psychic 
faculties, 203; his conception of 
natural law imperfect, 319; his key 
to distinction between physical and 
psychical, 216; his realism, 238; 
inconsistency as to constitution of 
olfactory organ, 243-5 ; unsteaciness 
of expression as to true organs of 
touching and tasting, 176, 194-5; 
on biological development, 182; on 
parts of ear, 95; rejects Democritus’ 
theory of the reduction of other 
senses to that of touch, 200-13 re- 
jected naive materialism and also 
sensational scepticism, 238; essential 
point in sensation—its grasping form 
without matter, 216; odpé the me- 
dium of touch, 190 seqq.; alcdnra 
and aic@jees too small to be actually 
noticeable, 208; touch, a cluster of 
senses, with several pairs of contraries, 
189; vision not by dmoppoat, 57; 


time-sense, 
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constitution of visual organ, 81-6 ; 
arithmetic, derived from geometry, 71. 

Art, imitating nature, harmonizes con- 
traries, 126. 

Arteries, convey air, 5; in modern 
sense not known to Aristotle or his 
predecessors, 335. 

Artistic genius, 305. 

Association (so-called) of ideas, i.e. 
of «uwhoes, 315 seqq.; (a) by simi- 
larity, (6) by contrariety, (¢) by con- 
tiguity (in space or time), 316-17; 
surprising results of, 318. 

Athenaeus, 157. 

Atomistic theory of colours, 72. 

Atoms, Democritus’ theory of, 24; 
a stream of, = sound, 99; their infra- 
sensible qualities, 207 ; their physical 
and geometrical properties, 182. 

Attributes (contrary) of four elements, 


Auburn, 52. 
Autumn, 318. 


Bacon, R., 26, 59. 

Baumker, C., 11, 77, 113, 148, 191, 
195, 244, 245, 285, 325. 

Beast, wild (within us), 271. 

Bees, their intelligence, 123. 

Before and behind, meanings of, go. 

Beginning of train of kwyoes, a good 
starting-point for reminiscence, 317. 

Being and well-being, 178. 

Biehl, Guil., 71. 

Birds find prey by smell, 148. 

Bitterauf, C., 71. 

Black, seen by water in eye, 19; 
30, 31, 61; and white, analogous to 
cold and hot, astringent and pungent, 
50; to darkness and light, 68; ex- 
plained, 68-70; a otépnos, 68; 
the colour of earth and water, 65; 
contracts ‘ visual current,’ 51; syn- 
critic, 50,68; = rough, 31; twofold 
explanation of, 36 ; the weakest colour, 


39- 
Blass, F., 19. 
Blending of colours, 69, 73. 
Blind ,the congenitally, more intelligent 
than the congenitally deaf, 89, 123. 
Blindness, colour-, unknown to Aris- 
totle and his predecessors, go. 

Blood, conveys «uwhaes, 6, 106, 295, 
332; pressure of, round heart hampers 
critical faculty, 306; its relation to 
sensory currents, 331-3. 

Bloodless animals, 148. 

Blood-vessels, conduct sensory cur- 
rents, 271. 

Blow-hole, odours perceived through, 
147. 
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Blue, deep, 33, 52, 61. 

Body, as whole, takes part in visual 
perception, 29. 

Boeckh, A., 109. 

Bonitz, H., 72, 84. 

Brain, all senses connected with, 132, 
2573 brain and eye, 12; the coldest 
part, 86, 157, 243, 301; hearing and 
smelling connected with, 105, 120; 
its health in man specially provided 
for by nature, 157; organ of sense, 
for Alcmaeon, 93, 160; organ of 
sensus communis, 252; organ of 
sentiency and mind, 5; of intelli- 
gence, 131; why rejected by Aristotle 
as organ of central sense, 330. 

Brandis, 130. 

Brightness, as distinct from colour, 
51, 66, 69. 

Bronze colour, 33. 

Burnet, Prof., 16, 133. 

Butcher, Prof., 305. 

Bywater, Prof., 170. 


Callisthenes, 11. 

Caloric, 336. 

Campbell, Prof. L., 72. 

Castor oil, 173. 

Censorinus, 257. 

Central point in series, good starting- 
point for reminiscence, 318. 

Chalcidius, 11. 

Chamber of air, ‘ built into’ ear, 114. 

Change, 62; only effected by con- 
traries, 239. 

Chappell, W., History of Music, 128. 

Character, affected by music, 125. 

Chemical analysis, 4; process, Plato’s 
conception of, 173. 

Chords, Aéyou, 117. 

Cicero, on Democritus, 29; on Anaxa- 
goras, 40. 

Clepsydra, illustrates respiratory pro- 
cess, 133. 

Clidemus, 257-8. 

Clouds, colours of, 76. 

Coalescence of light with light, 84. 

Cold, its effect on odour, 152. 

Colds, effect of, on smelling, 133. 

Colours, 20; primary, 21; Empe- 
docles on, 21; produced by mixture 
of four elements, 22; non-objective, 
25; the simple, 31; varieties of, in- 
finite for Democritus and Plato, not 
for Aristotle, 34; inconsistency of 
Democritus regarding, 35; require 
substrate, 40; Plato on, 48-54; 
qualitative gradation of, 49 ; a‘ flame,’ 
49-50; black and white—their ana- 
logues in other sensory provinces, 
50; the particular, 50-3; Plato’s 
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primary, 52; of rainbow, 53, 66; 
three not producible artificially, 53 ; 
of the diaphanous, how produced, 
57;  Aristotle’s definitions of, 57, 
59-60; visible only in light, 58; 
not = xpora, 59-60; Aristotle’s two 
definitions of, 60 ; its species limited, 
61; six, seven, or eight chief species 
of, 61, 69; a mordrns or ma6os, 61; 
not purely subjective for Aristotle, 
63; objects of vision other than, 
64; of the four elements, 65; due to 
reflexion, 66; determined by dia- 
phanous in body, 68; confounded 
with Juminosity, 69; évavria of, 
69; generation of, from primitive 
black and white, 69; compound, 
analogous to chords, 70; inter- 
mediate, how produced, 70; the 
pleasing and displeasing, 70-1; three 
possible theories of tormation of 
intermediate, 70-4; list of particular 
species of colour, 75-6; contrast, 
colour effects of, 76, 77; in clouds, 
76; complementary, 76; illusions 
as to, by lamp-light, 77; colour- 
blindness unknown to Aristotle and 
his predecessors, 90; only externally 
mediated ais@mrév which takes no 
time in transit, 153; changes of, in 
after-images, 303. 

Communion of substances, 19. 

Comparing and distinguishing, faculty 
of, 7. 

Complementary colours, 76. 

Concha, of ear, 95. 

Concords pleasing, why, 117; formed 
of opposites, 126; perceptible by 
one sensory évépyeia, 126. 

Confluence of rays, 18. 

Connexion of sivjoes, customary or 
necessary, 283-4. 

Consciousness, 8, 252; of perception, 
explained = perceiving the subject 
which perceives, explained, 288 ; not 
due to intellect, 288; faculty of, 
288-9; empirical dawn of, 289; 
neglected in general by Aristotle, 
290. 

Consonance, 126, 127. 

Consonant and non-consonant vibra- 
tions, ratios of, 128. 

Contact, between organ and object 
defeats perception, 150; supposed, 
really only close proximity, 193. 

Contiguity, 316-17 (see Association). 

Continuity of substrates with dis- 
creteness of aic@nrT4, 61. 

Contraries, 61; perception by, 208, 


237+ ne 
Contrariety, 316-17 (see Association). 
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Copernican thought, the, 244. 
Cranium, rational soul seated in, 
270-3, 

Crimson, 61, 67, 75. 

Critical faculty hampered in sleep, 306. 

Cupping-glass, I1o. 

Curtain (or lid) on olfactory organ, 
Dede 

Custom, -law of, in reminiscence, 
315-16. 


Darkness, 57~8; darkness a orépnats, 
58, 59. 

Data of sense for Democritus, 25. 

Date of pavrdopata, 325. 

Day, vision by, 20, 22, 23. 

Dazzling, sensation of, 51. 

Deaf, the congenitally, less intelligent 
than the congenitally blind, 89, 123. 

Deliberation, 324. 

Demiourgos, Plato’s: arrangement of 
tripartite soul, 269-73. 
DEMOCRITUS, I, 7, 17, 18; on vision, 
23-37; hearing, 99-102; smelling, 
136-7; tasting, 163-7; touching, 
181-4; sensation in general, 205-8 ; 
sensus communis, 254-6; made 
all senses modes of touching, 24, 
200, 230; exact impressions of 
things impossible for sense, 24; his 
physical theory, 24; not named by 
Plato, 25; visual images, necessarily 
imperfect, 25; visual organ, of water, 
25, 82; inconsistently implies a 
gpvots xpwparos, 25; colour non- 
objective, 25 ; vision is éugacis, 25 ; 
atoms and void alone objective, 25; 
distinguished between ‘ primary’ 
and ‘secondary’ qualities, 25; his 
visual theory criticized by Aristotle, 
25; vision by contrariety of colour, 
26; ignorance on subject of dvaxAaas, 
26, 82; conditions of perfect vision, 
26; peculiarity of his visual theory, 
26; visual theory criticized by Theo- 
phrastus, 27-9; mepl eld@v, 27; cog- 
nate things see cognates, 29; whole 
body participant in visual percep- 
tion, 29; theory of colours, 30-4; 
four primary colours, 34; colours 
infinite, 34; colour theory criticized 
by Theophrastus, 34-6; colour non- 
objective, 36, 49; on production of 
leek-green, 53, 54, 61; he and 
Plato wrong in holding kinds of 
colour infinite, 62; wrong in think- 
ing colour purely subjective, 63, 72; 
wrong in thinking vision would suc- 
ceed best 7 vacuo, 78; vision not 
(as he held) due to éugacs, 82; 
peculiarities of his theory of hearing, 
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100; criticized by Theophrastus, 100; 
by Aristotle, 114; did not explain 
odour, 137; tastes derived from 
atomic figures, 163; the particular 
tastes, 163-4; subjective variations 
of taste, 164; criticized by Theo- 
phrastus, 165-6; did not treat touch- 
ing psychologically, 183; and Aris- 
totle on question how far touching is 
involved in all sensory functions, 
230, 260; bipartite (or tripartite) 
division of psychic faculties, 254. 

Descartes, 87, 244. 

De Sensu, vii, an early essay on Sensus 
Communts, 282. 

‘ Diacritic’ effect of white, 50. 

Diagrams, geometrical, 309. 

Dialectical psychology, 6. 

Diaphanous, the, 11, 13, 35, 57; the 
vehicle of colour in bodies, 57-60 ; 
not apart from body, §9 ; universally 
diffused, 59; permeated body, 60; 
both medium of vision and vehicle 
of colour in bodies, 60; resides in 
all bodies, 68; actualized, the ob- 
jective medium of vision, 78-9 ; sub- 
jectively, within eye, 80; its function 
as regards odour, 152. 

Diaphragm, 271. 

Diares, the sun of, 236, 286, 287. 
Dictation, power of learning from, 
explained, 120. 

Diels, H., 37, 206. 

Dim-sighted by day, 20. 

Ding an sich, 70 aic6nrév a, for Aris- 


totle, 229. 
DIOGENES OF APOLLONIA, on vision, 
41-2; hearing, 105-6; smelling, 


140-1; tasting, 169-70; touching, 
184; sensation in general, 209-10 ; 
sensus communis, 258-60; on 
air round brain, 41; account of 
perception, 41 ; conditions of perfect 
sense, 41 ; air the source of mind in 
general, 41, 85; air in thorax, 41; 
vision by contrariety of colour, 41 ; 
visual theory criticized by Theophras- 
tus, 42; no theory of colour, 42; 
theory of hearing foreshadows that 
of Aristotle, 105; compares man 
with other animals as to olfactory 
sense, 141; approximation to Aris- 
totle, 210; theory of memory and 
reminiscence, resemblance to Aris- 
totle’s, 259; perceived need of syn- 
thetic function, 260, 269. 
Discernment of light from darkness 
differs from seeing some particular 
opatév, 288, 
ae ent or harmonious sounds, 
108, 


INDICES 


Discrepancies in Aristotle, 244. 

Discreteness of aia6n74 with continuity 
of their substrates, 61. 

Discrimination, not absolute separa- 
tion, 40; of heterogeneous sensibles, 
how effected, 277-82. 

Dissection, practised by Alcmaeon, II. 

Dissonance, 128, 

Distance (and magnitude), how seen, 
29, 39, 320; its effect on articulate 
sound, 116. 

Distinguishing and comparing, faculty 
of, 7. 

Divivcdes by victims, 272. 

Division of continuous and discrete 
quantity, 61; improper or indirect, 
61; of aic6n7d, not infinite, 62. 

Doppelganger, an effect of ‘ reflexion,’ 


Dove-cote, Plato’s simile of, 266, 

Dreams, 46; Democritus on, 255; 
Arist. on, 299 seqq.; ‘ this is only a 
dream,’ 306; governed by laws of 
association of Kvnoes, 306; con- 
nected sometimes with external or 
other experiences not part of dream, 
307; the dream proper defined, 302, 
307 ; summary account of, 305-6. 

Drowsiness, 301. 

Dry, the sapid, 151, 152. 

Dryden, 305. 


Ear, the, for Alcmaeon and Empe- 
docles not a mere channel, 94; air- 
cell in, 79; inner and outer, how far 
distinguished by Empedocles, 96 ; 
musical, not needed for harmonic 
theory, 127; the mental, 319. 

Earth, condition of touch and of the 
tangible, 48; black, 65; dry, 153; 
how far contained in aic@nrnjpia, 248. 

Echo, 28, 104, 113. 

Elements, the four, 44; their colours, 
65; inodorous fer se, 142; because 
tasteless, 152,176; doctrine of, held 
by Empedocles followed by Plato 
and Aristotle, 237; the same in 
aic@nra and aidOnrnpia, 239; those 
within the body perceive those with- 
out, 253. 

Emanations (and pores), 17, 18; slow 
and confused, 32; altered by air, 
32, 49. 

Emergence of «wnoes into conscious- 
ness, 295. 

Emission theory of light, 77. 

EMPEDOCLES, on vision, 14-23} 
hearing, 95-9; smelling, 133-6; 
tasting, 161-3; touching, 180-1; 
sensation in general, 204-5; sensus 
communis, 253-4; knew of crystal- 
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line lens, 10; like perceives like, 14; 
doctrine of four elements, 14; mépor 
and dnéppoat, 14; primary colours 
(two or four?), 15; lantern simile, 
14-15 ; like Alcmaeon, a physician, 
15; his theory of vision and Plato’s, 
18, 46-8, 49, 54, 57; held that 
light travels, 58, 59; Empedocles, 
Anaxagoras, and Aristotle, views on 
colour, 65; Aristotle rejects his 
theory of light travelling, 77, 80, 
81; on vision criticized, 83; his 
explanation of yAavxérns, 85; agrees 
with Alcmaeon on hearing, 94; the 
x@dwv within the ear, 95; differs 
from Alcmaeon on hearing, 97; 
Theophrastus asks, ‘How do we 
hear the xwdeyr itself?’ 97; theory of 
smelling criticized by Theophrastus, 
134; his theory of daéppom as to 
touching and tasting unsatisfactory, 
161; on tastes, criticized by Aris- 
totle, 174; his theory of touching 
criticized by Theophrastus, 180-1, 
201; his theory of fvuperpia, 233; 
forced to recognize Adyos as true 
gvois of bodies, 240; theory of 
temperaments and genius, 253; no 
doctrine of synthesis, 253, 260, 269. 

Empirical psychology, 1, 3, 8. 

Energy, exhaustion and repair of, 300, 

Engelmann, 104. 

Enthusiasmus, divination by, 273. 

Epicurus, 7, 17, 18. 

Epistemology, 214. 

Equal, the, a branch of the ove, 127. 

Erasistratus, 5, 329. 

Error, 4; of sight and of inference or 
judgment, go. 

Euripides, 12, 256. 

Eustachian tubes, 95, 121. 

Evaporation, fumid, 243; from food, 
301. 

Expectation, 264. 

Experiments, 4. 

Eye, as optical system, 9; a mirror, 
Io; outgrowth from brain, 12, 86; 
constitution of, 19; differences of, 
19; gleaming, 21; best constitution 
of, 23; its essential feature for Demo- 
critus, 24; ‘duplicates itself’? when 
moved, 64; compared by Empe- 
docles to lantern, 15-16, 83; the 
embryonic, over-moist and over- 
large, 85-6. 

Eye-ball, displacement of, 
double vision, 306. 


Causes 


Faculties, higher, depend on lower, 


309. ay 
Faculty, comparing and distinguishing, 
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7; judging and controlling, 303; 
the central, normally seconds reports 
of special senses when uncontra- 
dicted, 306. 

Falsehood, 4. 

farbenlehre, Aristotle’s, 69. 

Feeling, 270; no single term for, 
in Greek, confused with cognitive 
aisOnots, 273-4. 

Fenestra ovalis, 96. 

Fever patients, their hallucinations, 
303. 

Fiery element, not our fire, 64. 

Fifth, in music, 129. 

Figure, of atoms, 36, 182; geometrical, 
297, 309. 

Fire, intra-ocular, 10, II, 13, 18; 
smaller destroyed by greater, 22; its 
atoms spherical, 32; three fires con- 
cerned in vision, for Plato, 46, 
48; kinds of, for Plato, 65; visible 
in darkness, 57, 64; visual organ, 
not of, 82-3; extinguishable, not so 
light, 83; by it in organ of touch 
we discern hot and cold, 240; how 
far contained in alo@nrhpia, 248. 

Fishes, in Acheloiis, 118; voiceless, 
119. 

Five senses, I, 2, 207. 

Flame colour, 34. 

Flesh, need of,as medium of sensation, 
192. 

Fluid and solid, 190. 

Forgetfulness, total, 318. 

Forgetting, Plato’s definition of, 259, 
264. 

Form, ranks higher than matter, 219; 
implicitly universal even in percep- 
tion, 224. 

Forward and backward, meanings of, 
90. 

Foster, Sir M., on olfactory function, 
133; on odours, 143; on taste, 160. 

Four elements, 18. 

Fourth, in music, 129. 

Freudenthal, J., 292, 293, 294, 310, 
313. 

Frogs, artificial, illustration from, 332. 


Galen, 5, 25; agrees with Aristotle 
that light does not travel, 59, 95; 
approves Plato’s three dpxai of Yvxn, 
275, 329. 

Gas, our idea of, represented by dnp 
or camvés, 149. 

Gellius, A., 102. 

Generation, 335. 

Genus, divisible only into species, 
which are finite, 61; a discrete 
quantity, 61, 217. 

Geometrical qualities of atoms, 37. 
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Geometrical diagrams, their function 
in thinking, 309. 

Gills, odour perceived through, 147. 
Glaucous, 52. 

Glittering, 51. 


Goethe, Farbenlehre, 18, 48; his 
theory of colour like that of Aris- 
totle, 69. 


Gold-colour, 33. 

Golden-yellow, 52, 61, 75. 

Gong (or trumpet) within ear, 95, 97. 

Gorgias, colour theory of, 21, 47; his 
definition of colour rejected by Aris- 
totle, 77. 

Grave or shrill, 108, 

Green, 31; Democritus’ account of, 
32; of growing fruits, 34. 

Grey, not explicable by Empedocles, 
32, 52, 61; is white compared to 
black, black compared to white, 70, 


75+ 
Grote, G., IIo, 273. 


Habituation, 315 (see Custom). 

Haeckel, 101, 104. 

Hallucination and illusion, visual, 

1-2, 

Halo round lamps, 67. 

Hamilton, Sir W., 318, 324. 

Hard-eyed creatures, their perception 
of colours, 145. 

Harmonics, 125. 

Harmony, of spheres, 109, 110; of 
sounds, 108. 

Hayduck, M., 150. 

HEARING, psychology of, 93 seqq.; 
Alcmaeon on, 93-4; Empedocles, 
95-9; Democritus, 99-102; Anaxa- 
goras, 103-4; Diogenes, 105-6; 
Plato, 106-11; Aristotle, 111-30; 
medium of, 47-8; due to air within 
ear, 93; Alcmaeon on, 93-4; a mode 
of contact, 99; like perceives like, 
98; conditions of perfect, 100, 105, 
IIg-21; a mechanical sense, I01 ; 
immediate stimulus of, 101-2; au- 
ditory motion propagated to liver, 
according to Plato, 106, 275 ; ethical 
worth of, 110-11; psychological 
worth of, 111; sense of, a peodrns or 
Adyos, 116; analogy of, to touch, 
116; man’s sense of, compared with 
that of lower animals, 121; more 
important than seeing for intellectual 
development, 123; biological, psycho- 
logical, and ethical worth of, 123-5; 
hearing gives knowledge of uni- 
versals, seeing of particulars, 123-4; 
affects emotional temperament, 124 ; 
air-cell in ear, 242, 257; organ of, 
93, 95, 99, 103, 105, 106 seqq., 
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113 seqq.; object of, 94, 95, 99 Seqq., 
104, 106 seqq., III seqq. 

Heart, organ of sentiency, 5, 132; 
Aristotle’s conviction of this con- 
firmed by certain doctrines of Plato, 
170; organ of touch and taste, 178, 
194; its heat, 243; directly com- 
municates with lungs, 260; centre 
both of movement and of sensus 
communis, 300; heart vw. brain as 
organ of sensus communis, 329-31. 

Heraclides, vibration theory of sound, 
110. 

Heraclito-Protagorean 
scepticism, 54-6. 

Heraclitus, 4; eyes better witnesses 
than ears, 89; on odour, 149, 169; 
used 450v7 = odour, 170; his mavta 
pel, 213, 237, 269. 

Hermathena, 113, 323. 

Herophilus, 11, 329. 

Hippocrates of Cos, 12, 269; held 
brain to be bloodless, 330. 

Hippocrates, pseudo-, 94. 

Hobbes, 294-5; ‘alter ego of Aris- 
totle’ as regards memory and associa- 
tion, 310, 318; illustrates efforts of 
reminiscence as a sort of hunt, 318. 

Homer, 265. 

Honey, 174. 

Horace, 89. 

Hot and cold analogous to white and 
black, pungent and astringent, 50. 

Hound, following scent, 135. 

Hunter, John, on primariness of sense 
of touch, 328. 

Hypermetropic vision, 91. 

Hypozoma, odours perceived through, 
147. 


sensational 


Ideas, ‘association’ of, 267, 315 seqq. 

Ideler, J. L., Meteorologica, 25, 84. 

Illusions of touch, the ‘crossed fingers,’ 
89, 201, 304; of sense, not the 
‘special,’ but the ‘common,’ go; 
of sight, 90; faculty of, 302; two 
assumptions explain those of dream- 
ing, 303; strong emotion renders 
liable to, 303; of movement, 304; 
of memory, 322. 

Image, visual, 10; not reallyin mirror, 
25; seeing due to, 35; after-, 
positive and negative, 76. 

Imagination, 1, 7, 251, 263; pro- 
ductive and reproductive, 263, 290, 
305; effect of pathological states on, 
305; ‘ poetic, 305; active at night, 
in sleep, 305. 

Impressions, residual, stimulate sense 
like aic@jnpara, 304; mnemonic, 
physical character of, 310. 
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Inconsistency, Aristotle’s (real or ap- 
parent), respecting éop7, 154-5. 

Inhalation, condition of smelling, 138, 
150. 

Inhibitory movements, 295. 

Inodorous, the four elements, 142; 
substances, also tasteless, 152-3. 

Inspiration, 272-3. 

Intangible, meanings of, 196. 

Intelligence, seizes the universal, sense, 
the particular, 224. 

Interests, association of, 268. 

Intermediate grades (of colour, &c.), 
serve as contraries to either extreme, 
70; colours, 70, 

Intoxication, its effect on vision, gI. 

Invariableness of sequence in avyjoes, 
315. 

Invisible, the, in what sense object 
of seeing, 57. 

Iris, around moon, 77. 

‘Irrational’ combinations of blacks 
and whites, 70. 


Judgment, the comparative, 278; 
overpowered in sleep, 302. 

Juxtaposition theory of colour com- 
position, 69. 

Kampe, F. F., 148; on sensus come 
munis, 281. 

Kant, 244, 280. 

Keats, 318. 

Keen sight, 20. 

Kelvin, Lord, 247. 

Kind, differences of, merged in differ- 
ences of degree, 206. 

Knowing, a property of matter, 3. 

Knowledge, 6. 

Kock, T., Com, Att., 157. 

Kritias, 269. 


Laconian hounds, 121. 

Lantern, simile, 19. 

Latency, of «uwjoes, 295. 

Law, mechanical, 315; in remini- 
scence, laws of similarity, contrariety, 
and contiguity (in space or time), 
316-17. 

Leek-green, 33, 52, 61, 67. 

Leibniz, 207. 

Lens, crystalline, 9, 10, 20. 

Leucippus, 24, 29. 

Lid of eye, its analogue in olfactory 
organ, 146. 

Life, definition of, 217; 
and animal, 222. 

Light, 57-8; does not travel, 58, 
153; not=fire, not a body, but a 
‘presence,’ not an emanation, 58; 
=colour of diaphanous, 59, 79; 


vegetable 
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the entoptic, 64; rays of, proceed in 
straight lines, 65; required wzthin 
the eye, 85. 

Like, perceives and knows like, 18, 
24, 209. 

Liver, the, a mirror, 272. 

Living bodies, 217. 

Locomotion, connexion between 
facuity of, and mediated perception, 
88. 

Locrian Timaeus, 170. 

Lost, portion of Aristotle’s work on 
sound, 129-30. 

Lucretius, 74, 77, 135, 2060, 255. 

Lungs, drink passes into (according 
to Plato), 5, 115, 260. 

Lustre, a ‘sort of colour’ in in- 
determinate bodies, 60. 

Lyncean eye, Aristotle’s conceived 
equivalent for microscope, 74. 


Madness and genius, 305. 

Magnet, 181. 

Magnitude (and distance), how seen, 
29, 39; invisible, 73, 236. 

Man, his superiority in touch, 178; 
causes of his superior intelligence, 
200-I, 328, 

Marrow, spinal, 270, 329. 

Mathematical facts easily remembered, 
317; knowledge of harmonics, pos- 
sible without musical ear, 127. 

Matter, a mere negative, 219; and 
form, inseparable, save by abstrac- 
tion, 218. 

Measure, of melodic series, the octave, 
129. 

Media, of sensation, 7; medium of 
vision, hearing, smelling, 78; in- 
ternal, 241 ; external, connected with 
internal, 242; air and water, sole 
extra-organic, 246. 

Mediation, difference between touch 
and other senses regarding, 193. 

Medium, of sensation in general, 8, 
237-8; of vision, 57-60, 78-9; of 
colours, itself colourless, 78; of 
taste, tasteless, 79; of odour, in- 
odorous, 79; of sound, soundless, 
79, 115. 

Melancholia, 305. 

Melancholic (temperament), 325. 

Membrane (tympanic), 96, I15. 

Memory, I, 7; and reminiscence, 250, 
256; Parmenides on, 258; of chil- 
dren and aged persons, 259, 263; 
Plato’s definition of, 264 ; illustrated 
by wax-block, 264-5; conditions of 
good, 265; and expectation, pleasures 
of, 296; retentiveness of, compatible 
with dullness, 307; distinguished 
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from perception and expectation, 
308; organ of, 308; definition of, 
308-9, 312-13; organ of = that of 
cognition of time motion and magni- 
tude, 308; a éfis 7H 480s, 309, 313; 
its pavracpa, relative, 310-11 ; why 
lower animals have, 309-10; not 
a function of pure intellect, 310; 
defective, causes of, 311; confusion 
of, with imagination, 311-12; both 
posterius and prius of reminiscence, 
314; is ‘vision in time,’ 320; illu- 
sions of, 322-3. 

Metaphysics, 2. 

Method, scientific, 4, 6. 

Microscope, want of, 5. 

Milk, 318. 

Mirror, the eye a, 25; the liver a, 
according to Plato, 272. 

Mirroring (in pupil), 82. 

Mirrors, why they do not ‘see,’ 29; 
small, reflect colours, not forms, 66. 

Mist, 318. 

Mixture, of bodies, 19; of black and 
white, 69; needed for nutriment, 
177; of elements in blood, 253. 

Mnemonic art, 312. 

Mnemosyne, 265. 

Modes, of music, 125. 

Moist, the sapid, 151-2; in tasting, 
176. 

Monadic units, 71. 

Movement, how seen, 39; in dia- 
phanous, not local, 78; its centre = 
that of sensus communis, 300; that 
of sound, local, 112; that in sleep, 
not remembered, 301; sensory, in 
the blood, illustrated, 332. 

Mullach, F. W. A., Democritus, 21. 

Musical ear, not required for harmonic 
theory, 127. 

Myopic vision, 91. 


Names, recollection of, 319. 

Natural law, less rigorous in sphere 
of mind, 319. 

Naturalness, an effect of custom, 319. 

Nature, second, custom is, 316. 

Nerve-system, sensory and motor, un- 
known, 5; optic, 10, 86; blood- 
vessels function for, 106, 271, 333. 

Neuhauser, J., 244, 325, 334. 

Night, vision by, 20, 22, 23. 

Notes, some musical, begin many 
tunes, 319. 

Nut-brown, 34. 

Nutrient things tangible, 177. 


Object, of hearing, 98; of vision, 48; 
relation of, to organ as agent to 
patient, 213; of sense, 7; of smell 
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and hearing travel in media, 78, 
153. 

Observation, 4. 

Occiput, vacant or contains only air, 
114. 

Octave, 10g, 117, 127, 128. 

Odour, Alcmaeon on,132; Empedocles, 
135; Democritus, 137; Anaxagoras, 
138-41; Diogenes, 140-1; Plato, 
141-4; Aristotle, 151 seqq. ; rela- 
tion to savour, 153; has heating 
power, 153; travels, 153; not fumid 
or other evaporation, 154; of flowers, 
156’; of brimstone and charcoal, 
156; not nutrient, 158; stands 
‘midway between’ objects of touch 
and taste, and objects of seeing and 
hearing, 158; a ‘dyeing’ or ‘ wash- 
ing’ (Bap?) 4} wAvors), 158; essentially 
of fire, 243; divisible only into 
pleasant or unpleasant according to 
Plato, 142; this contested by Aris- 
totle, 155-6; all either ‘vapour’ or 
‘mist,’ 142; belongs to intermediate 
condition of air or water, 142; by 
man perceived only in connexion 
with pleasure or pain, 144; the 
pleasure of, compared with those of 
sound and colour, 144; distinguished 
by man imperfectly as colours by 
‘hard-eyed’ creatures, 144; sensible 
and physical analogies of, to taste, 
145, 151; the particular, 145; cap- 
able of classification, 155-6; in one 
aspect parallel to savour, in another 
not, 156 ; pleasant (a) fer se, (6) in- 
cidentally, 156; relative to health, 
156-7 ; somenot related to appetite, 
156; man perceives not so well as 
lower animals, 156; pleasant, not 
injurious, 157 ; odorous bodies, 135. 

Ogle, Dr., 86, 146, 147, 328-30. 

Olfactory apparatus, 131; sense in 


. whom keenest, 133. 


Olympiodorus, 169. 

Olympus, music of, 125. 

One, the, generically, specifically, 
numerically, 233. 

Optic nerves, Io. 

Order, of atoms, 36; of xivqcets corre- 
sponds to objective order of events, 
315. 

Oreus, Antipheron of, 312. 

Organ, of vision (see VISION, HEAR- 
ING, &c.). Can each special, without 
organ of sensus communis, have 
sensation? 85, 325 seqq.; of sense, 
a mean, 196; illustrated, 233; no 
reciprocal action between it and 
object, 234; no organ consists of 
one single element but of all four, 
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239, 248; of sense, general definition 
of, 289 ; merely channels for Demo- 
critus, 24; large organs perceive 
large and far-off objects, small per- 
ceive small and near objects, 103; 
instrument merely of soul, 106, 261; 
Situated éwt mépov, 122; formed of 
Opo.opepn, 240; 
Ossicles of ear, unknown, 96. 


Painters, colour effects, 72. 

Painting and music, 126. 

Palate, 329. 

Panzerbieter, F., 170, 259. 

Parallelism of sentient soul and its 
parts, of animated organism and its 
aig@nrypia, 215-17. 

Parmenides, theory of memory, 258. 

Parthenius, 30. 

Parva Naturalia, preliminary essays 
on psychological subjects, 244. 

Past, the, how known, 310. 

Patchwork, character of the Aris- 
totelean works, 155. 

Perceiving ¢hat one perceives, 288-9. 

aes actually and potentially, 

2. 

Perception, its essence, for Demo- 
critus, 24; for Diogenes, 41; of 
colour, 63; externally mediated, in 
connexion with development of loco- 
motive faculty, 88; by contraries, 
(Alcmaeon, Heraclitus, Anaxagoras), 
103; of distant objects, man inferior 
in, 121; not distinguished by ancient 
Greeks from sensation, 202; ‘in- 
sensibles,’ 207; not always in one’s 
power, 229-30; essential conditions 
of, 238; visual, two aspects of, 
288-9 ; by special senses, suspended 


during sleep—Aristotle’s seeming 
inconsistency, 307; representative, 
321. 


Persistency, of «wyoes in organs, 
291 seqq., 302. 

Phantasmata, 46; mnemonic, two 
aspects of, 311. 

Philippson, L., 80, 93. 

Philolaus, 109. 

Philoponus, 197. 

Phonograph, illustrates power of 
learning from dictation, 120. 

Phosphenes, 10, 64, 82-3. 

Phosphorescent things, visible in dark- 
ness, 57, 64. 

Physical qualities of atoms, 37. 

Pindar, 198 2. 

Pitch and purity of sound, 102, 108. 

Plants, why they have not aic@nas, 
226; why destitute of intelligence, 


259. 
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PLATO, 5-7, (A/czb. i) 10; his theory 
of vision, 42-56; hearing, 106-I1, 
smelling, 141-4; tasting, 170-4; 
touching, 184-8; on sensation in 
general, 210-15; on sensus com- 
munis, 260-76; colours, infinite, 34; 
Plato and Democritus, 42; on 
colours, 43; on psychology, 43; 
reduces the four elements to geo- 
metrical figures, 43; his physics, 
43}; primitive triangles, 43; rational 
soul in cranium, 44; on intra-ocular 
light, 44; on visual function, 44; on 
organ of vision, 44; the Demiurgos, 
44; visual sensation, what, 45; sleep 
and dreaming, 46; and Empedotles 
as regards vision, 46, 49; visual fire 
‘ quenched’ in darkness, 46; medium 
of vision, 47; compared with Empe- 
docles as to colour-theory, 49; pri- 
mary colours, 52; deprecates experi- 
mental test of his colour-theory, 52; 
agrees with Democritus and differs 
from Aristotle as to leek-green, 53; 
agrees with Aristotle as to rd Aeiov, 
53; his theory of colour, not atom- 
istic, 54; Platoand Democritus, criti- 
cized by Aristotle, 62; his theory of 
constitution of visual organ criticized, 
83; anticipates Aristotleas to psycho- 
logical importance of hearing, 111 ; 
reference to Alcmaeon, 131; his 
theory of the non-classification of 
odours, 143; ‘general feeling,’ 185; 
the ‘tangibles,’ 185; anticipates 
Locke, 185; his explanation of 
‘heavy’ and ‘ light,’ ‘upper’ and 
‘lower,’ 186; treats of object, not 
of function, of touching, 187; his 
definition of ais@nois, 210-11; does 
not distinguish atc@nots as perception 
from same as ‘fee/ing,’ 211; his episte- 
mology, 214 (see 270); contrasted 
with Aristotle as to nature of aia@nors 
214-15; Phaedo, basis of, attacked 
by Aristotle, 221; ascribed synthesis 
to thought alone, 260; for him 7a 
Kowa are perceived by no bodily 
organ of sense, 262; anticipates 
Aristotle on memory, 266; the as- 
sociation of ideas (in reminiscence), 
267; implicitly distinguishes cogni- 
tive aia@nois from atcénois = feeling, 
270 (see 214); adopted three dpxai 
of yvxy, 275; Plato and Aristotle, 
their views of synthetic faculty, 276 ; 
his definition of dvayynors unfairly 
criticized by Aristotle, 313; did he 
regard the blood, or the air in the 
blood, as distributory of sensory «u7- 


oes? 335. 
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Pleasure, of smell, not merely nega- 
tive, 144. 

Pleasure and pain accompany ¢?av- 
tagia, 296. 

Plenum (and vacuum) destitute of 
qualities, 36. 

Poetry and madness, 305. 

Polybius, 201. 

Plutarch, 255 2. 

Pores, 17, 18; of fire and water alter- 
nate in eye, 19, 35; of skin, in re- 
spiration, 133. 

Portrait, of absent friend, 312. 

Position, of atoms, 36. 

Potentiality and actuality, 63, 217, 
220. 

Prantl, C., 13, 20, 22, 31, 40, 45, 49, 
50, 51, 54, 60, 62, 66, 68, 69, 755 
76, 318. 

Presentation (and representation), 250; 
faculty of, 290. 

Primary colours, 21; according to 
Empedocles, 22. 

Primary (and secondary) qualities, 25, 
52. 

Primary qualities, of each atom fer se, 


37: 

Priscianus Lydus, 301. 

Projectiles, r1o. 

Prophecy and inspiration, 272-3. 

Proportion, in mixture of black and 
white, 70. 

Protagoreo-Heraclitean doctrine of 
perception, 54-6; sensational scep- 
ticism, 213. 

Psychology, without metaphysics, 2; 
as conceived by Greeks, 8; helpless 
as regards tasting, 160. 

Pupil, of eye, 9, 10; pupil and vision 
to 6 ép@#adpés what soul and body 
are to 7d (gov, 80; a sort of lamp, 
86. 

Pure (and impure) colours, 71. 

Purity of colour, 33, 72; of sound, 102. 

Purple, 33, 75. 

Pythagoreans, 49; called superficies 
Xpoa, 59, 71, 72, 109. 


Qualities, ‘primary and secondary,’ 
25; subjective, 54-6; four primary, 
of matter, 329. 

Quantity, determinate and indeter- 
minate, 297. 

Quarter-tone, 128. 


Rainbow, 66, 67, 76. 

Ratio, of blacks to whites in colour- 
composition integrally expressible, 
or not, 70; harmonic, 10g; of mix- 
ture of elements in bodies, their true 
puats, 240. 
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Rational psychology, 6. 

Rational soul, how it controls appe- 
titive, 272. 

Ray, visual, 12. 

Ray-image, 17. 

Rays, Empedocles’ theory of, 18; con- 
fluence of, 18. 

Realism, Aristotle’s, 238. 

Reason (and sense), 7 ; does not cog- 
nize time, 308. 

Reasoning, trains of, 124. 

Recollection, illustrated by dove-cote 
simile, 267; see Reminiscence. 

Red, consists of same atoms as hot, 
31, 32, 52, 75- 

Reflexion, vision due to, II, 12, 41; 
not due to, 25; cause of image, 25; 
Democritus and, 26; does not for 
Diogenes completely explain vision, 
42; a means of colour-production, 
65,66; taking place everywhere and 
always, 66; a weakening of the 
dfs, 67, 82; of sound, 113. 

Reflexions, plurality of, how seen, 28, 
39. 

Refractive property of crystalline 
lens, 9. 

Reid, on touching, 247. 

Remembering, without recollecting, 
313. 

Reminders, 312. 

Reminiscence, illustrated by dove-cote 
simile, 266; differs from memory, 
307, 323; differs from re-learning, 
re-experiencing, 314; efforts of, de- 
scribed, 316; conditions most favour- 
able for, 316-17; involuntary as well 
as voluntary, governed by laws of 
association, 317; failures of efforts 
at, (@) from chance, (4) from dis- 
tracting causes, 319; diagrammatic 
illustration of, from similar triangles, 
321-2; involves corporeal process, 
324. ! 

Representation, 290. 

Representative pavrdopara, 312; Kivh- 
oes, 320. 

Res naturae, or atom-complexes, 
compared with atoms, 182. 

Resin, 173. 

Respiration, requisite for ¢wv7, 118; 
twofold purpose of, 118; Empe- 
docles’ theory of, followed by Plato, 
133. 

Retention (yxvqu7), illustration of, by 
wax-block, 267, 289; distinguished 
from recollection (dvapynots), 313. 

Retina, 5,9; non-identical parts of, gI. 

Retinal image, unknown, 87; stimu- 
lation, 10. 

Revelations (inspired) vecedved only 
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by persons of low type, :terpreted 
by those of superior intelligence, 273. 
Rhythm, 110. 
Ribot, 320. 
Rohde, E., 204, 205, 253. 
Romanes, G. J., 101, 104, 148. 


Saline taste of sea, 168. 

Sanguineous animals, 148. 

Sapidity, its origin, 175. 

Saps (xupot or xvdoi), 171; fourfold, 
173. 

Savour, genera of, in water, 161; 
a genus included between contraries, 
175; physically defined, 175. 

Scale of sense within sentient soul, 231. 

Scales on eyes, creatures having, 80. 

Scent followed by hound, 135. 

Schaubach, E., Anaxagoras, 168, 170. 

Scientific method, 4. 

Sea, shines at night when struck, 66; 
contains sweet particles, 161; its 
saline taste, 168 ; water of, contains 
earth, 153. 

Seal-ring, 224, 310. 

Secondary and primary qualities, 25, 
37, 256. 

Seeing (see Vision), 7; inanimatethings 
should see if seeing is but mirroring, 
39; takes place without image, 39 ; 
due to reflexion, 41; explanation of, 
49; not result of merely mathematical 
telation between eye and object, 86; 
contributes to well-being of animal, 
87-8; inferior to hearing in its in- 
direct—superior in its direct—results, 
88-9 ; highest of the externally me- 
diated senses in biological impor- 
tance, 88; its evidential worth, 89 ; 
gives particular, hearing universal, 
knowledge, 123-4; subjective me- 
dium of the water in eye, 242; how 
we see that we see, 288; the agent 
of, coloured, 288. 

Seething, in production of acid, 172. 

Self, consciousness of, 273; conception 
of, 290. 

SENSATION, IN GENERAL, 202-49 ; 
Alcmaeon on, 203-4; Empedocles, 
204-5 ; Democritus, 2¢j~8; Anaxa- 
goras, 208-9; Diogenes, 209-10; 
Plato, 210-15; Aristotle, 215-49; 
chief questions concerning, 202, 226; 
quality of sensation, 24; seat of, the 
heart, 132 ; Empedocles, account of, 
136; not distinguished from per- 
ception, 202; from feeling, 273-4; 
do sensations realize themselves in 
special organ alone? 79, 325-9. 

Sensationism, 54-6, 263. : 

Sense, exact impressions through, im- 
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possible, 24; exercise of, painful, 
209; sense and thought, distin- 
guished, 229; ‘higher’ in proportion 
as it apprehends form without 
matter, 231 ; source of its discrimi- 
native power, 232; each particular 
at times invested by Aristotle with 
functions of sensus communis, 233; 
relation between organ and object of 
sense, how conceived by Aristotle, 
233-4; Aristotle’s theory of it, to be 
consistent, should attribute synthesis 
to its most elementary functions, 
286; one sense corrects another, 
304; mediate senses, biological 
worth of, 87-8; all connected with 
brain, 132; the five senses, 207; 
not more than the five, 246-9; the 
senses zstruments of soul, 261; 
the special, suspended during sleep— 
Aristotle’s inconsistency, 307. 
Sensible distinctions, due to gavragia, 
137. 
Sensibles, the common, 88, 250; 
Plato’s common sensibles, 262. 
Sensorium, impulses conveyed to, by 
70 avupuToy mvedua, 122, 333-6. 
Sensory weakness of old age, due to 
defects of body, not of soul, 92; 
function without organs, 101; power 
proportioned to magnitude of or- 
gans, 103; discrimination, 104 ; 
organs, connected with heart, 119- 
20; those of man purest and most 
discriminative, 121; organ, a mean, 
224; organ, essentially what, 224; 
faculty, each a formal unity, or unity 
duvdper, itsaicOnra an unity yéver, 232. 
SENSUS COMMUNIS, 250-336; Alc- 
maeon, 251-2 ; Empedocles, 253-4; 
Democritus, 254-6; Anaxagoras, 
256-8; Diogenes, 258-60; Plato, 
260-76; Aristotle, 202, 203, 276- 
336; its general functions for Aris- 
totle, 250-1; its organ for Dio- 
genes, 258; how it applies itself at 
once. to different objects, 279; not 
only potentially but actually presents 
contraries, illustrated by 7 orrypn, 
280; its function illustrated by unity 
of ratio, 281; a mean, like each 
special sense, 281; its objects, 250, 
282-3; incongruity in Aristotle’s 
position respecting it, 283, 286; per- 
ceives wéyeOos and xpdvos, 283; Ta 
kata ovpBeBnxds, 285-6; involves 
inference both as to Td xowd and as 
to td kata oup., 286; its being di- 
rected to alc@jpara, rather than to 
aic@n7a& in space, the secret of its 
powers, 287-9; renders possible a// 
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perception of relations, 287; gives 
consciousness of perception, 288 ; 
the faculty of sleeping and dreaming, 
299-307 ; of memory and remini- 
scence, 307-25; its relation to 
special senses not clearly stated by 
Aristotle, 325-8; its organ and the 
organ of touch, 328-30. 

Septum of nose, 147. 

Sequence, invariable or ws émi 76 
moAv among KiWHoeEs, 315; necessary 
in physical, not in psychical, sphere, 
315; of psychical «woes corre- 
sponds to objective sequence of events, 
317. 

Shadows, in reference to colour pro- 
duction, 32. 

Shakespeare, 294, 305. 

Sharp and grave, 108, I17. 

Shield pierced, illustration from, 194. 

Shock, physical cause of sound, 113; 
of voice, 119. 

Siebeck, H., Gesch. der Psych., 12, 15, 
16, 206, 252. 

Sight, sense of (compare VISION and 
SEEING), 9; Aristotle on, 56-92; 
perfect conditions of, 80-1; by day 
and night, 81; far and clear sight, 
81; sense of its biological worth, 
87-8; the guide of movement, 89 ; 
most immediate in its effect on the 
emotions, 89; its aesthetic worth, 
89; errors of, false judgments as to 
distance, and magnitude, and illu- 
sions, e. g. as to fALos modzatos, go ; 
defects of, not due to defects of 
Yuxn, 92; biologically more im- 
portant than hearing, 123; superior 
to touch as evidence, 201, 304. 

Similarity, 316-17 (see Association). 

Simplicius, 17, 30, 191. 

Sleep, 46; its causes, 252, 254, 255, 
256-7, 300-1; affects all special 
senses together, 300; affects all 
animals, 300; phenomena on border- 
land of, 307. 

SMELLING, 131-59; Alcmaeon on, 
131-3; Empedocles, 133-6; Demo- 
critus, 136-7; Anaxagoras, 137-40; 
Diogenes, 140-1; Plato, 141-4; 
Aristotle, 144-59. Medium of, for 
Plato, 48; modern psychology as 
to function of, 133; at distance, 138; 
during inhalation, 138, 150; due to 
air round brain, 140; in whom most 
acute,140; organ of,141,146-7; func- 
tion of, not explained by Plato, 141; 
object of, not classifiable into genera 
and species, 141-2; its pleasures not 
merely negative, 144; man’s sense 
of, imperfect, 144; difficulty of treat- 
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ing psychologically, 144; medium of, 
147-9, 242; organ of, consists of fire, 
148, 243; organ of, in fishes and 
insects unknown, 148, 150-1; con- 
ditions and elements of perfect, 149 ; 
is to health as taste to nutrition, 158 ; 
sense of, midway between touch and 
taste, and sight and hearing, 158. 

Smooth, the, cause of reflexion, 66; 
shines in darkness without giving 
light, 83. 

Smoothness of ‘ pupil,’ 64. 

Snow, black, 40. 

Socrates, when young, interested in 
psychology, 131, 269 ; his complaint 
against Anaxagoras, 256. 

Solidity and hardness, 182. 

Sophists, 3. 

Sonl, its relation to body, as form to 
matter, 217 seqq.; material accord- 
ing to’ Democritus, 24; atoms of, 
24, 255; transmigration of, absurd, 
220; not to beexplained materially, 
221; not like body a 7éd5¢ 71, 221, 
223; not a magnitude, 2232; and 
body not one thing, nor yet two 
things—the expressions improper, 
222; unity and plurality of, illustrated, 
225; three kinds of, 225; like a 
book, 263; the rational, in cranium, 
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Sound, pitch of, 108-10, 117, 127-303 
sound- (or air-) wave, 95; dmépporat 
of, 98; a stream of atoms, 99, Io! ; 
why perceived by ears alone, 99; 
vocal, 99; caused by air in motion, 
104; incorporeal, 107; a shock, 
108; either gwvy or Wdodpos, 111; 
actual or potential, 111; three con- 
ditions of its production, 111-12; 
heard in water, 112; travels, 115, 
127 ; articulate, how caused, 115-16; 
concords, are sounds in, heard co- 
instantaneously? 127; a shock im- 
parted to brain and blood, 275. 

Spatial objects, how remembered, 321; 

Special organs of sense: their physio- 
logical connexion with the central 
organ, 331-2. 

Species, 217. 

Specimen = eiSwAov, 30. 

Spectra, 29. 

Spheres, music of, 112. 

Spinal marrow, 269. 

Spinoza, 244. 

Spirit, connatural (76 odppurov mved- 
pa), 120, 333-6. 

Spring, inner, needed for reminiscence, 
314-15. 

Stallbaum, 107. 

Stewart, Prof. J. A., 289, 319. 


I, ENGLISH 


Stimulus of perception, 8. 

Stobaeus, 7,12, 15, 17, 21. 

Stoic school, 7, 132. 

Strato (or Heraclides), originator of 
vibration theory of sound, 110, 116- 
17, 130. 

Structure of organs of sense, 239- 
40. 

Substrate is what is changed, its 
qualities alternate, 63. 

Sun, shines crimson through fog, 72. 

Superficies (€mipaveta) is to solid de- 
terminate body as colour (xpoid) to 
the diaphanous in such body, 68. 

Superposition, theory of colour com- 
position, 70; better than juxta- 
position, 73. 

Susemihl, F., 61. 

Sweet, things seem bitter, 176; the 
nutrient, 177. 

Symmetrical pores, 19, 21. 

Symmetry between objects and pores 
of organs, postulated by Parmenides, 
Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Demo- 
critus, Epicurus, and Heraclides, 161. 

Syncritic effect of black, 50. 

Synthetic function, 251; ascribed to 
intellect by Plato, to aio@nois by 
Aristotle, 215, 261-2. 


Tangibles, the S:apopai of body qua 
body, 241; the ultimate, 190. 

Taste, a mode of touch, 87, 174, 177; 
biological worth of, 87--8; sensations 
of, how effected, 170-1; the various, 
explained, 171-2 ; and nutrition, 174. 

Tasteless substances, inodorous, 152. 

Tastes, pungent and astringent, analo- 
gous to hot andcold,and to white and 
black, 50; and odours, physical and 
sensible analogies between, 145; 
pleasant, often deceptive, 157; of 
plants and fruits, 162; only sub- 
jective, 163; seven species of, 167, 
177; where one is, all are; none 
exist in water per se, 174; medium 
of, 174, 175; contraries, 175; in- 
volve mixture, 176. 

Tastine, ancient Greek psychology 
of, 160-179; Alcmaeon on, 160; 
Empedocles, 161-3; Democritus, 
163-7; Anaxagoras, 167-8; Dio- 
genes,169-70; Plato,170-4; Aristotle, 
174-9; effected by contraries, 167 ; 
impossible if tongue be excessively 
dry or moist, 176; referred to heart 
by Plato; organ of, 160, 161, 164, 
169, 170, 175 seqq.; object of, 160, 
161, 163 seqq., 168, 169, 171 seqq., 
174 seqq. 

Tear, how formed, 51. 
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Temperament, 0 eye, 20; the four, 
theory of, 253. 
Test-tubes (Soxueta) of tasting, 170, 


274. 

Themistius (Soph.), 113, 285,315,319. 

Thinking, in one’s power, 229-30. 

Thought and sense, distinguished, 229. 

Timaeus Locrus, 187. 

Time, not cognized by vovds but by 
aic@nots, 308; importance of, for 
reminiscence, 319 seqq. ; sense of, is 
faculty of memory, 320. 

Time-conditions, thinking dependent 
on, 297. 

Time-intervals, imperceptible, 73 ; 
none absolutely imperceptible, 127. 

Time-marks, mnemonic, 321-2. 

Tissues, bodily, formed of the four 
elements, 237. 

Tones, height and depth of, rog. 

Tongue, like sponge, 169; properly 
medium, not organ, of taste, 174-5 ; 
is organ of touch, 176. 

Torstrik, A., 113, 114, 152, 285, 298. 

TOUCHING, 180-201; Alcmaeon on, 
180; Empedocles, 181; Democritus, 
181-4; Anaxagoras, 184; Diogenes, 
184; Plato, 184-8; Aristotle, 188- 
201; all senses, modes of, 24; in- 
volves a medium, 77; its essential 
organ is not odpf, but related to 
odpf as Képn to 7d dapavés as a 
whole, 80; sense of, biologically 
regarded, 87-8; analogy of, to hear- 
ing, 116; organ of, requires earth 
and fire, 197; possession of, dis- 
tinguishes animal from vegetable, 
197; its organ most composite of all, 
197-8; for Aristotle as for Demo- 
critus involved in all the other forms 
of sense, 230, 328; can exist with- 
out the other senses, 230; really 
a cluster of senses, 189; sense of, 
not the sensus communis, 278; in- 
ferior to sight as evidence, 201 ; 
corrects sight, 306; its organ and 
that of sensus communis, 328; the 
primary sense, and origin of all 
others, 180, 197, 329; man’s sense 
of, pre-eminently fine, 144; object of, 
182, 188, 195 seqq. 

Train, of avnoes, 319. 

Transparency. 50, 51. 

Transparent bodies, 19. 

Trendelenburg, F. A., 114, 129, 197, 
281. 

Trojan horse, Plato’s simile, 261. 

Trumpet (or gong) within ear, 95. 

Truth, 3. 

Tympanic cavity, 96 ; membrane, I15. 
Tympanum, 93. 
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Unconsciousness, its cause, 333. 
Unison, 127. 

Unit lengths or powers, 71. 

Units, monadic, 71. 

Universe, visible and tangible, 188. 


Vacua, resonant, 93. 

Vacuum, effect of, in vision, 27 ; =the 
air, 93; determines sound-production, 
113. 

Van Helmont, 149. 

Vanished (idea), 317. 

Vaucanson, his automaton, 332. 

Veins, 5. 

Verjuice, 174. 

Vibrations (of air), 933; vibration- 
frequency, I10, 128 ; coincident, 128. 

Violet, 52, 61, 67; dark violet, 52. 

Visible in darkness, 64. 

VISION, 9-92; Alcmaeon on, II-13; 
Empedocles, 14-23; Democritus, 
23-37; Anaxagoras, 37-40; Dio- 
genes, 41-2; Plato, 42-56; Aris- 
totle, 56-92; by night, 42; medzum 
of, 47-8; not by dmoppoal, 57, 87; 
involves no temporal process, 59 ; 
impossible, if object be placed on 
eye, 78; function of, 79 ; organ of, 
79, 82; perfect, conditions of, 80; 
implies process only from object to 
eye, 86; relation of object to organ, 
87; double, 306 ; hypermetropic, 91 ; 
multiple, 91; myopic, 91; in time, 
=memory, 320; object of, 17, 26, 
30 seqq., 40, 48 seqq., 56 seqq. 

Visive (part of eye), 21. 

Visual, agency (fire), 485 current, 45; 
ray, proceeds in straight line, 65; 
power, differences of, 19; organ 
proper, évrds, 85; illusions and 
hallucinations, 91-2. 

Void, existence of, asserted by Demo- 
critus, 23; space, colourless, 59. 

Von Jan, C., 128, 130, 

Vortex-ring, 113. 
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Wachtler, J.. Adcmacon, 11, 15, 93, 
94, 103. 

Wallace, E., 281. 

Water, intra-ocular relation to fire in 
visual function, 11-13, 16 seqq., 25- 
6, 80-3; diaphanous, 57; black, 65; 
essential part of visual organ, 84-5 ; 
of eye, a secretion from brain, 85 ; 
the cold and moist, 152; per se 
tasteless, but qualified to sapidity, 
167; four species of sapid, 171; can 
things submerged in, touch one 
another? 193. 

Wax-block, illustration of memory, 
264. 

Weakening of dis, three grades of, 
corresponding to chief rainbow 
colours, 67. 

Wendland, P., 321. 

White, cognized by the fire in eye, 
19; =the smooth, 30, 31; a posi- 
tive, 36, 68; diacritic, 50,68; and 
black ‘analogous to’ hot and cold, 
pungent and astringent, 50; dilates 
visual current, §1; a primary colour 
(for Plato, the others being Jd/ack, 
bright, and red), 52,61; the colour 
of fire, 65; and black analogous to 
light and darkness, 68; and black 
explained, 68-70; of eye, 85; white- 
ness, white thing, 55-6. 

Windpipe, the, 118, 335. 

Wine, 173. 

Woad-colour, 33, 53. 

Words, ovpBodra, 123. 

Wundt, W., 109, 128, 143. 


Xenophanes, singled out principal 
rainbow colours, 53. 


Yellow, wypdy, 52. 
Zeller, Prof. E., 18, 75, 95, 106, 116, 


130, 148, 158, 206, 244, 273, 313, 335+ 
Zig-zag pores, 35. 


II, GREEK 


ayyeiov, 95. 

aypappatos: ayp, popot, 11g. 

adiaipetos, 279. 

ddvvapia, 301. 

Gis 2° 42, 93, 105, 113 seqq., 148, 
318. 

i ae 202 seqq., 223 seqq., 251, 
261. 

aicOnya, 287 seqq. 

aicOnois: (a) 7m general, 202 seqq., 
def. Plato, 216, def. Arist., 223 seqq., 
KpLTiKh, 2333 = €ldos alc@nray, 238; 
only five aic@jces, 246-9; cognitive, 
its seat, 273; (b) = feeling, 211 seqq., 
270 seqq.; (Cc) % Ko.w7) atoOnats, 215, 
233, 236, 250 seqq. Synonyms for, 
250, 278, 284, 287, 328; aicdnoas = 
aic@ntnpia, 240. 

aicOnrhptov, 224 seqq., 239 seqq., 267, 
328 seqq. 

aicOnrinés, 202 seqq., 2353 70 aic6n- 
TiKkdv TavTMV, 281. 

aigOnr6s, 206-7, 229, 234. 

aimpeicba, 95. 

axon, 93 seqq.; = 70 aloOnrhpiov rijs 
dk., 242. 

Gkodovdeiy, 314. 

dxovots, 112. 

axriveldwaov, 17. 

GdAolwats, 54, 63, 208, 226 seqq., 239. 

GAoupy6s, 35, 52, 67. 

avaykn: kivnows ef avaykns, 315. 

dvabvupiacis, 148, 154 seqq. 

dvakdAGao0a, 28, 65 seqq. 

dvdndaais, 26, 65 seqq., 82 seqq. 

dvadnus, 313. 

dvadoyia, 188. 

dvapipyyoKecda, Diog., 259; Plato, 
264, 267 seqq.; Arist., 312 seqq. 

dvdprynats, Plato, 264 seqq.; Arist., 312 


seqq. 
avOpaf, 65, 83. 
dyravyeia, 12. 
avTnXEelv, 93. 
dyrixetaOa, OI. 
avTitapyis, 11. 
dvrianyus, 11. 
dytimepiaTagts, 302. 
dvrupaivey, II, 


ddpatos, 56. 


dméppora (or dmoppon), 14, 19, 25, 27, 
32, 47, 51, 54) 77, 135, 181, 204 
(sub Emped. and Democr., passint). 

dnéraots, dist. dveois, énitacis, 118. 

drotimwots, 27. 

anrinds, 180 seqq., 244 seqq., 278, 
328. 

amrés, 180 seqq. 

dpadrns = pavdrns, 169. 

apOpuds : év dp., 71-2, 

appovikn, 127. 

dprnpia, 108, 118, 335. 

dpxm, 212, 302, 315, 331 seqq. 

aTAKTOS, 72. 

arpis, 154. 

dromos: Pam darémav for amd rérwv, 
318. 

apf, 180 seqq., rel. to other aicéjoes, 
231 seqq., 248. 

dxwpiotos, 278 seqq. 


Bdd.ots, 40. 

Bapvs, of sound, 108, 116. 
Barpaxot of memAagpEVOL, 332. 
Bagn, 158. 

Bndds, 16. 


yedots, 160 seqq.; Yy. ay TIS, 200. 
yevords, 160 seqq. 

yAavtdrns, 85: 

yA@TTa, 160 seqq., 189. 

yévipos : TA y. oméppara, 336. 
ypappareds, of memory, 263. 
apagh, 310. 


derxeAioTNs, 30. 

deixedov, 25, 29, 99, 254. 

5idOeois, 23. 

diabiyh (? = diabnAn) Democr, = rafts, 
37, 182. 

didxpiots, 170. 

diaxpitixds, 31, 51, 53, 68, 173. 

didAexTos, 118. 

d:apavns, 13, 57 seqq., 78. 

diaxeioOar, 34. 

diaxuTixds, 173. 

dlyn, 334: 

Soxipetov, 170, 

ddfa, 268. 
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dofacrixés, 301. 
dvvapus, 279, 326. 


éyelpev : eypnyopévat, 300. 

éyxaraBvocovaba, 255. 

éyxépados, 269 seqq. 

eypnyopats, 223. 

éyxumos, 152, 242. 

€90s, 315. 

el5os = species, dopav, 141 seqq., 155 
seqq.; vdarov, 173; Kivnoews, 213; 
=ovala Kata Adyov, 217; IC HAn, 
218 seqq.; Témos or eldos cidav, 238 ; 
€i5, 7a dvev UAns in dvapynots, 320-3. 

elSwAov, 29, 254. 

eixwv, 263. 

elva: T@ el. érepov, 225, 279. 

eloxpiots cldwAwY, 29. 

éxacros: Ta Kad’ &x., 229 seqq. 

éxpayetov, 265. 

éxrés: 7d éx,=things in space, 296. 

€dxev, 138. 

éAtis, 264, 308. 

éupacis, 25, 30, 42, 82. 

Euiuxos, 28, 221. 

éuwuxpos, 28. 

évappoTTeyv, 49. 

évépyeta, 217, 220 seqq., 279. 

évoraeiv, 254. 

évTeX€xeta, 317, 220 seqq. 

évrés; TO &, 85. 

éfis C orépnois, 65; = relative state, 
309, 313. 

éfod0s: é. pynpns, 264. 

éfw = dvev (or xwpis), 198. 

énidoats eis ard, 234. 

émxdAvppya, 151. 

émixpivey : 70 KUptov Kal émxpivoy, 287. 

émiAdpTev, 20, 

émmAGTTELV, 20. 

émurédaais, of colours, 72. 

émmpda@nats, 30. 

émipavea, 60. 

evdvTopos, 31. 

evOUTpumos, 31. 

evOvwpia, 303. 

evpacia, 201. 

evAdyioTos, 71. 


(vypagonua, 210 seqq, 
(vypagos, 263. 
(Gov, 217 seqq., 223. 


Hryepovikdy, TO, 132, 210, 252, 259. 
75ovn = taste or smell, 168-70. 
Hovopa, 178. 

Tpepos: pads f., 16, 45. 

NXE, 93, 90. 

Axos, 96. 


eds: 6 év Huty, 42, 256. 


INDICES 


Oepuds : 700. Step roret yovipa TA OT Ep- 
para, 336. 

Oéats, of atoms, 37, 182 ; 4 map’ GAAnAa, 
of colours, 70. 

Onpeverv, of voluntary dvduynots, 316. 

Opavopuata, 102. 

Opvmrev, 102. 


iSios : Ta tia, 235 sqq., 282 seqq. 
iAderpa prdé, 17. 

toarts, woad, 33. 

taos: towv nxav, 96. 


xadapés, 71, 144. 

KaOdAou : TA K., 229 seqq. 

Kamvos, 149. 

kapdia, 328 seqq. 

Képpata (?), 135. 

kevés: 70 #., 935 TO K. THS KEparijs, 
114. 

Képpata(?), 135. 

Knhpivos: Kk. éxparyetov, 265. 

kivnots, 54, 62, 70, 78; of sensory 
stimulation, 79 seqq.; of air vibra- 
tions (?), 109; chief among 7a kava, 
262, 285; ‘residual,’ 293 sqq.; se- 
quence of psychic xiwyoes, 312 seqq.; 
different trains of, 319; time and 
distance represented by psychic mvq- 
oes, 320-3. 

KotAos, 93. 

kowwds : TAK. maOnUara, general feelings 
(Plato), 184;  #. atoOnous, 250 seqq. ; 
Ta «. (Plato), 263; 7a «. (Arist.), 
235, 282 seqq. 

xépn = pupula, 9, 80, 242, 327. 

xovpn (Emped.), 16. 

KdxAoS, 93. 

Kpaots, of ‘temperaments,’ 253, 258. 

kpivey, 196, 238; 70 Kpivov, 281. 

KpiTinds: TO peor Kp., 233 ; SUvapts Kp., 
241, 276 seqq., 326. 

KUp.os : TA KUpios aidOnTa = 7A. td.a, 236; 
70 KUptov Kal ém«pivoy, 287. 

Kwdov, in ear, 24, 95 seqq. 


Aevnds: 76 X., of eye, 80. 

Adyos, vratzo, 117, 225 ; Atscourse, 1233 
A. and peodrns, 232, 238, 240 seqq.; 
conception, 218, 225, 279. 

Aogds, 31. 

oxaCecGar, 16. 


pavOdvev, 88, 123. 

paves, 138. 

péeyas : 7A. Kal méppw, 321. 

péyeOos: aicOnors and yux7 not peyébn, 
225. 

peifis, of colours, 70 seqq. 


) péAas: 70 p., of eye, 80. 


II. GREEK 


Heodrns and Adyos, of sense, 117, 215, 
226, 231 seqq. 

peraBorh, 54, 63. 

BEXpL? MTHS Puxis, 45 5 
Tov, 5. 

pave, of eye, 16; of brain, 330. 

prnpn, Plato, 263 seqq.; Arist., 307 
seqq.; the przws and ‘posterius of 
dvapynats, 314. 

pynpdvevpa, 294, 312. 

Hovh, 292 seqq. 

Hopon, of atoms, 163 seqq. 

pba, gt. 


p. Tov bupa- 


vntn, 128. 

vonua: Ta mpata v., 298. 
vods : duuyns, 208, 256 seqq. 
viv: 76 v. = oT1ypN, 280. 


b5e: 1é5€ Tt, 217 seqq. 

(os (? doTody), 96. 

60dvn, 16. 

dpixdn, 154. 

SpMotopepns, 199, 237. 

dordpoppos, 30. 

dporocxnpovety, 102. 

dvopa, 124. 

é€¢vs, of sound, 108, 116; of taste, 164. 

épav ; 70 dpa, 288. 

dparéds, 56. 

éppades, 113. 

éopn, 130 seqq. 

dappaivecba, 130 seqq. 

dappayrunds: 70 dappavriKdy, 243 seqq. 

dappnats, 130 seqq.; 7) Saoppnais = TO 
dappayriKdy, 243. 

ods, 93 seqq. 

ovota : % TERTTN 65; 7) HaTa Adyov, 217 
seqq.; ovala, classes of, 2173; ovola 
= pias, 240, 

dpOarpds (Supa), 9 seqq., 327. 

dis, visual ray, 25, 66, 84, 91; visual 
current (Plato), 46; visual faulty, 
80 seqq., 221, 223; pddora aidOnats, 


231, 299; 327. 


m400s, 309. 

madatds : did madaiov, 219. 
mavoreppia, 166, 174. 
mapaTnpety, 303. 

mapouoia, 77. 

mas: TO Sid maowy, 127 seqq. 
méApara (?), 135. 

méevre: TO id wevTE, 128. 
mepitTmpa, 329. 

TE pipepys, 31. 

THES, 34. 

TANYA, 102 seqq., 130. 
mrUaLs, 158. 

nvedpa, air in motion, 94; Td ovupuroy 
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mv., 120, 122, 149, 295, 300, 331 
seqq. 

népos, 86; 
seqq: 

ToTapos, 334. 

mpadowwvos, 33, 53, 67. 

mpeaBurns, QI. 

mpbkpogaos, 35. 

mukvos, 138. 

mvp, its varieties for Plato and Aris- 
totle, 53, 65, 83. 

mupwdns : Ta Tupw5n, 64. 

m@pa, of olfactory organ, I51. 


émt mépwy, 122, 136, 331 


pelv : mdvta pel, 213. 

peda: 7d THs pews, 46, 51; Arduow f., 
102. 

fuopés, Democr. = oxFpa. 


odpé, 187, 194, 198; a medium, 245. 

onpacia, 125, 

oxAnpdp0adpos, 80. 

oKorevds, 57. 

onéppa, 335-6. 

arépnats, X éfis, 65. 

oriypn = 70 vey, 280. 

oriABev, II. 

oTotxelov: Ta oT., Of sensory Organs, 
232, 238, 239 seqq. 

ovyKatépyecbar, 334. 

avy pLOts, 170. 

av evgis, 31. 

ovdd0yio pds, 323-4. 

ovpBalvey: Ta Kata ovpBeBnkos al- 
aOnTd, 235, 268, 282 seqq. 

ovpBorov, 124. 

ovpperpia, 81, 210, 233. 

ovpperpos, 136, 140. 

ouprdao yey, TOT. 

ouppvecba, 84. 

auppwvia, 108, 125 seqq. 

ouvavyeia, 45. 

ovveois, 252. 

ovvOeots, 74. 

ouviévat (-inpt), 203, 251. 

gvoreAREoOaL, 2 

oXHua, 31, 39 182. 

ogterbat, 176. 

o@pa 70 ave, 64 seqq.; c@pa and yuy7, 
216 seqq., 327- 


tavads ; Tavawrepov, Emped., 16. 
TaEts, 37, 182. 

répuara (2), 135. 

Téooapes : 70 bid Tecodpay, 128, 
TeTaypEevos, 72. 

témos: 7, dav, 238; dd rémay (? da 
aronwv), 318. 

tpomn (= @€ois), Democr, 25, 37, 182. 

TUTOS, 310. 
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bypés: 7O by. & Brera, 85; by. Kal 
énpév = fluid and solid, 190, 195. 

vAn = matter, 217; IC efS0s, 218 seqq. 

trarn, 128. 

imepBodn, of sensation, 241. 

bmoxeioOar : 7d box, = material ‘ sub- 
ject,’ 217 seqq. 

trdAnyis, 89, 309. 

imddouros : af bToA, KwWIoEs, 295. 


paivecOat, 263, 290. 

pads, 52. 

gavracia, presentative, THs xpéas, 
60, 255, 263; representative, 266, 
290 seqq.; p. Aoyioriy, BovAeuTiKn, 
298 

ieee 290 seqq. 

pavracrixds: TO payTaoTixdy, 291 seqq. 

papuyé = Adpuyé, 118. 

pbdyyos, 126. 

Past: xp@pya a Pr., 50; 53, 65, 83. 

powtkovs, 33, 53, 67. 

popa, 63, 112. 

ppovely: 7d @ ppovodper, 269. 


INDICES 


ppdvipos: ppovipwraroyv Tav (dav dv- 
Oparros, 201; TO ppdvipov, 211, 269. 
pros: d. XpwuaTos, 25,59; true?. or 
body, 240; = natural /aw, 3109. 

pwvn, 104 seqq., 118 seqq. 
pas, 16, 45, 57 seqq-, 65, 83. 


xAwpds, 21. 

xodavn, Emped., 19. 

xévSpos, 95. 

xpéa or xpord = émpdveia, 59. 

xpovos, 280. 

Xp@pa = Prdt, 50; 57, 60 seqq.; its 
varieties, Plato, 50 seqq.; Arist., 68 
seqq. 

xupos, 160 seqq. 

xwpilev: Kexwpicpévos, 278 seqq. 


Wabupds, IC oxAnpds and yAiaxpos, 31. 
Yopnats, 112. 

Ydpos, 93 seqq.; Y- dypduparoe, 119. 
Yux7} : ~.and c@pa, 208 seqq.; 216 seqq. 


awxpés, 21, 52. 
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Empedocles apud Arist. 437° 23 seqq., 
15-16. 

Empedocles afud Diels, Vorsokratz- 
ker (p. 211), 135. 


Plato, 7imaeus, 67 E, 51 ; 67 B, 106-7; 
77 8, 279, 273. 


Aristotle, 438% 5-16, 25-6; 439% 26, 
60; 440% 3-5, 71-2; 430° 29, 90; 
419° 5 seqq., 113; 781* 30 seqq., 
120-1; 437° 13, 124; 918” 7-12, 
127-8 ; 920% 27 seqq., 128; 425° 5, 
438° 20-5, 443° 21 seqq., 148, 154- 
5, 243-6; 421” 18, 150; 442° 29, 


443° 2, 152; 443° 17, 445° 16, 
157-8; 423° 10, 191; 424" 12, 196; 
435° 11-15, 198; 459° 3, 212; 424° 
16, 225; 447° g seqq., 223, 279; 
424 21-425" 13, 246, 249; 426% 
28, 2808431" 20 seq 2815 425° 
15°, *27, 284-5; 428° 22-5, 284; 
449° 30-450° 13, 297; 432° 12, 
298; 459° 14, 3033 449” 25-450" 
25, 223° 25, 433° 7, 308; 449° 24, 
309, 3133; 450° 27-32, 311; 451° 
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328-9 ; 461” 17-27, 334. 


Oxford: Printed at the Clarendon Press by HORACE Hart, M.A. 


— 


iy 


DATE DUE 


DEMCO 38-297 


DO NOT REMOVE 
SLIP FROM POCKET 


of) 
ay te 


sash 


Helyieten 


nughiatteatee 
vietatein 


